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present broadcast frequencies had only theo
retical value untll individua.ls undertook the 
heavy investments in fa.c111ties a.nd program
ing to provide a broadcasting service. Net
works and stations lost millions of dollars for 
many years in pioneering this service; and 
today, many stations are operating at a loss 
in developing their own service. 

It is not the airwaves that would be ex
propriated under the proposed legislation. 
What would be expropriated is the product 
of a broadcasting enterprise .which, through 
business risk and development, like any other 
enterprise, has created a service where none 
existed before. 

Is it fair to single out the broadcasting 
industry for expropriation of a portion of 
this service? It makes as much sense to 
suggest that newspapers and ma.ga.zines be 
compelled to donate a prescribed number of 
pages to the major candidates. After all, 
most of them get the benefit, not of the 
public air, but of public money through 
second-class mailing privlleges for which the 
taxpayers p!'Ovide scores of millions of dollars 
a year. 

It makes as much sense to suggest that the 
airlines, the railroads and the telephone com
pany be compelled to donate their facil1ties 
to political candidates. Like broadcasting, 
they all make use of a public resource; and 
they also operate under a Federal standard of 
public interest, convenience, and necessity. 
Indeed, the telephone company uses radio 
frequencies to provide network interconnec
tions and is licensed by the FCC for that 
purpose just as broadcasters are licensed. 

THE . ISSUE OF FREE EXPRESSION 

There is another issue at stake here that 
goes to the heart of the current threat to 
broadcasting: the issue of free expression. 
Any scheme that puts the hand of Govern
ment upon broadcast program content is a 
curb on the freedom of expression that 
Americans have as much right to expect from 
their radio and television stations as from 
their newspapers and magazines. When the 
Government can tell a broadcaster that he 
must carry a certain program, or a publisher 
that he must print a certain story, It is 
as much a curb on free expression as when 
the Government tells them what not to print 
or broadcast. 

The danger of governmental tampering 
with program content hovers like a ·specter 
over broadcasting. It is the chief hazard 
before us. It lurks behind every scheme to 
license the networks. It looms over the pro
posals that the Government lay down fixed 
percentages for program categories and that 
the FCC impose program rules and regula
tions on anyone who wishes to receive and 
hold a broadcasting license. 

SENATE 
TUESDAY, MAY 10, 1960 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
and was called to order by the Vice Pres
ident. 

The Very Reverend F. M: Galdau, rec
tor, St. Dumitru Romanian Orthodox 
Church, New York, N.Y., offered the fol
lowing prayer: 

0 Heavenly Father, our true peace 
and love eternal, Thou ha.St endowed 
man with free will and with an un
quenchable thirst for freedom and 
justice. By Thine inscrutable and rich 
providence, Thou hast bestowed upon all 
nations all things profitable to the 
body and soul and the spirit of truth that 
abhors falsehood, terror, and tyranny. 

What makes this problem especially deli
cate and confusing is that the PCC's duties 
in resolving public-interest questions some
times do require it to consider overall pro
graming. For example, this issue can arise 
when two or more applicants equally quali
fied on other grounds are seeking a station 
license; or when an existing licensee is seek
ing a renewal. 

But this delicate problem can and must be 
solved. The FCC should exercise its role in 
such cases with the utmost restraint. In
stead of laying down fixed and uniform rUles 

· to govern programing throughout the coun
try, the Comniission shoUld encourage the 
broadcaster to exercise his own responsibility 
in judging and meeting the needs of his own 
area. It shoUld ask him to describe how he 
has sought to determine the audience in
terests in his community; to define those in
terests he seeks to satisfy, whether spe
cialized or diversified; to outline how he pro
poses to serve those interests and, if he is 
seeking a license renewal, how be has al
ready served them. Under this procedure, 
the Commission would be justified in rais
ing questions about programing only if the 
application reflected a service unreasonable 
on its face. 

Such a standard of reasonableness, prop
erly applied, can effectively reconcile the 
freedom of the broadcaster to exercise his ini
tiative and the duty of the Commission to 
grant licenses only to those who will serve 
the public interest. And by placing proper 
bounds upon the Commission's role in pro
graming, it can help hold the line against 
attempts to set up the Government as the 
arbiter of taste for American viewers, and 
listeners. That is the ultimate challenge 
we must meet as the outgrowth of the try
ing period that began 6 months ago. 

THE TASKS AHEAD 

To meet that challenge, we have some dif
ficult tasks to · master. One of them is to 
create greater knowledge and understanding 
of our medium-an awareness of its nature 
as a mass medium and its obligation t.o the 
total public. This also means creating an 
awareness of all that we do to meet the spe
cialized viewing tastes of those who have 
}?een so out of temper with us. It means 
cultivating the concept and practice of se
lective viewing as the only intelligent means 
of enjoying a service that cannot possibly 
please all its viewers with all its programs 
all the time. And it means persuading some 
of our viewers that their enjoyment of tele
vision should not be conditional upon de
priving others of programs they enjoy. 

This is a task that has been assigned to 
the Television Information Ofilce, and it has 

We beseech Thee, 0 Lord, on this day, 
to remember all those who invoke Thy 
great loving kindness; those who love us; 
those who hate us; and those who have 
enjoined us. More, especially, we be
seech Thee to remember the trials and 
tribulations of the enslaved Rumanian 
people, on this lOth of May, their day 
of independence, and save them and all 
freedom-loving peoples of the world from 
the tyranny of the goqless ones. Deliver 
them, 0 Lord, and all the oppressed peo
ples of the world from all injustice, 
calamities, wrath, and want, and grant 
unto them their freedom and independ
ence, which art from Thee. 

Grant, 0 LOrd, wisdom, · strength, 
courage, and patience to all leaders of 
the free world, so that they may be 
aware of the danger that is lurking at 
our very door, because, lo, the tyrant 

made a good start. But it is not a task that 
can be delegated altogether. It is one in 
which every one of us with a stake in this 
medium can and should play a part. Broad
casters have a. special role - they can play 
through the use of their own facilities Jn 
creating this understanding. They should 
explore means of doing so not on a hit-or
miss basis but with care and a sense of re
sponsibillty. 

There are other important tasks to which 
these d111lcult months have spurred us and 
in which we have already made encouraging 
progress. We must keep at the Job of main
ta1n1ng the highest standards of ethical con
duct in our operations. We must continue 
to strengthen our supervision of all broad
cast material, commercials as well as program 
content, in the interests of taste, truth, 
and our special obligation to young viewers. 
And always we must work with all our cre
ative might to keep expanding the horizons 
of the most powerful and eloquent medium 
in the history of communication. On the 
basis of what we have already accomplished 
in this medium-even with our mistakes and 
shortcomings, and in spite of the dangers 
that now threaten us-there is every good 
omen that we will prove worthy of all that 
must be done. 

Mr. RoBERT W. SARNOFF, 
Chairman of the Board, National Broad

casting Company, 30 Rockefeller Plaza, 
New York, N.Y. 

DEAR MR. SARNOFF: I just had the pleasure 
of reading your AprU 21 speech to the Acad
emy of Television Arts and Sciences in which 
you announced that NBC will give both 
Democratic and Republican nominees for 
President an opportunity to appear side by 
side in prime even1ng time (on a. ·~Meet the 
Press" type program) for the eight weeks 
prior to election day. 

I think this is a most statesmanlike step 
by NBC, and it is my feeling that your action 
wholly meets the objectives of my bill, H.R. 
11260 (which was sponsored on the Senate 
side by 21 Senators) and will give the 
American people the opportunity they should 
have to make a close s~dy of the candidates 
and the issues in this critical election year. 

I should also like to advise you that as a 
resUlt of this step which you have taken I 
have advised the House Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce that I consider 
my bill superfluous, and have asked that it 
be tabled. 

Sincerely, 
STEWART L. UDALL. 

has consorted in our midst and has 
spread honeyed words of deception and 
confusion, while his mighty power is 
ready to impart destruction, ruin, and 
death. 

We pray Thee, 0 Lord, to inspire and 
guide the work and activity of all our 
Senators and Representatives, so that, 
without hindrance or hesitation, they 
may fulfill their duties and achieve their 
supreme ideal of freedom and peace with 
justice for all nations of the world, for 
Thou art our hope, our strength, and our 
salvation, for ever and ever. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. JoHNsoN of Texas, 

and by unanimous consent, the reading 
of the Journal o'f the proceedings of 
Monday, May 9, 1960, was dispensed with. 
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
· Messages in writing from ~he President 
of the United States submitting nomina
tions were communicated to the Senate 
by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid b'efore the 

Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

ME-SSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks; returned to the Senate, 
in compliance with its request, the bill 
<H.R. 5421) to provide a program of:as
sistance to correct inequities in the con
struction of fishing vessels and to enable 
the fishing industry of the United States 
to regain a favorable economic status, 
and for other purposes, together with 
all accompanying papers. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
The message announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill (H.R. 10401) making appro
priations for the Department of the In
terior and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1961, and it was 
signed by the President pro tempore. 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING 
MORNING HOUR 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, under the rule, there will be the 
usual morning hour; and I ask unani
mous consent that statements in con
nection therewith · be limited to 3 min
utes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

THE PLANE INCIDENT AND THE 
SUMMIT CONFERENCE 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, this is certainly a time in which 
Americans-and people . everywhere
must keep their heads. We cannot af
ford hysteria, panic, or hasty and ill-ad-
vised action. . . , . 

There are many unanswered ques
tions about .the incident of the Ameri
can plane that was shot down over the 
Soviet Union. These are serious ques
tions which will have to be considered 

. very carefully by Congress and by the 
American people. · ' 

But it is doubtful whether the an
swers will be forthcoming immediately. 
There are too many facts which are not 
available and which will be available 
only when the ·Soviets permit a cool and 
realistic appraisal of what happened in 
their airspace. 

Furthermore, it is always difficult to 
come to objective conclusions in an at-

mosphere of sanctimonious statements 
and threats against other nations. It is 
ridiculous for Nikita Khrushchev . to 
profess such shocked surprise over ef
forts to gather information. 

When Mr. Khrushchev visited this 
country last year, I do not think he im
pressed any of us as being a man who 
is naive. By that, I mean naive about 
what his own country has been doing for 
many, many years. 

The incident, of course, will be as
sessed with great care and all of its 
implications will be explored carefully. 
But meanwhile, we cannot lose sight of 
the overriding reality which confronts 
us immediately. 

It is whether this incident will become . 
an excuse and an-alibi for sabotaging the 
summit conference. 

Within a very few days, our country 
is going to enter negotiations with the 
Soviet Union in an effort to relax the 
very tensions that have brought about 
this kind of an incident. It is difficult 
to imagine those negotiations as having 
much success if they are to be conducted 
in this kind of an atmosphere. . 

If Nikita Khrushchev is going to spend 
his time taunting the United States over 
what he considers the blunders it has 
made and threatening other countries 
on the basis of faots which have not 
been clearly established, there will be 
little time to talk about the real prob
lems which divide the woi'ld. 

Those problems cannot be traced back 
to the fact that nations seek to extract 
information from each other. Espionage 
and intelligence gathering are not some
thing . that cause the cold war. They are 
merely byproducts of the cold war
something that follows logically when 
nations cannot trust each other. 

Whatever may be his motivations, it 
is obvious that Nikita Khrushchev has 
handled this incident in such a way as 
to draw attention away from the real 
problems. We must get back to those 
problems-of people, of armaments, of 
respect for the integrity of smaller na
tions_.:.if the summit conference has any 
meaning. 

If blunders have been made, the Amer
ican people can be certain that Congress 
will go into them thoroughly. But this is 
something that should be done objective
ly and not merely as a panicky reaction 
to Soviet charges. 

And I think that one point should .be 
crystal clear. Nikita Khrushchev can
not use this incident in such a way as to 
divide the American people and to weak
en our national strength. The American 
people are united in a determination to 
preserve our freedoms and we are not 
going to be shaken from that course, or 
we are not going to be divided in this 
critical hour . . · · 

Mr. DIRKSEN: Mr. President, if the 
distinguished Senator from Texas will 
yield-·-

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield: 
Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator from 

Texas has made a forthright statement, 
and I concur in it. 

This is not a time for us to retreat or 
walk backward; and I, for one, abso
lutely refuse to do so. To be sure, there 

are facts yet .to be· disclos.ed. But there 
is nothing that we need conceal partic
ularly. 

Certainly, ever since civilization be
gan, there have been intelligence activi
ties and espionage of a kind; and in 
proportion as civilization has become 
more complex, obviously the intelligence 
activities have become more complex. 

During World War II, we set up the 
Office of Strategic Services. I had op
portunities to examine their installations 
in many parts of the world. 

So, Mr. President, as the majority 
leader has well put it, we would indeed 
be naive if we did not view this matter 
objectively and realistically; and we so 
stated yesterday when this matter was 
discussed on the :floor of the Senate. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Texas yield to me? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. BUSH. I wish to congratulate 

the majority leader on his strong and · 
forceful statement; and I desire to asso
ciate myself with the expressions he has 
made. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of this colloquy an ar
ticle entitled "In the New 'Wet War'
Russia Steps Up Her Spying," which ap
pears in the current issue of the U.S. 
News & World Report. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the 
Senator from Connecticut for his state
ment. 

There being no o-bjection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 
[From U.S. News & World Report, May 16, 

1960] . 
IN THE NEW "Wm WAR"-RUSSIA STEPS UP 

HER SPYING 

Soviet espionage by fishing ships, sub
marines, is givihg concern to U.S. officials. 
Innocent-looking trawlers, appearing off U.S. 
coasts, turn out to be loaded with radar, 
other electronic gear. Red fishing craft of 
large size have no fishing gear in sight, but 
can mother fleets of subs. Also showing up: 
missile-tracking ships, weather ships. 

Now the Russians are opening up on still 
another front. It is a sudden, secretive inva
sion of all the world's oceans, including 
America's own home waters. Worried ofti
clals are calling this the "wet war." 

With increased frequency, you hear of 
Soviet ships or submarines prowling close 
to this Nation's coastal shores. 

Late in April a U.S. Navy blimp photo
graphed the Soviet fishing trawler Vega 60 
miles off Long Island-and just a mile from 
where the first Polaris submarine George 
Washington was conducting important 
dummy-missile tests. · 

It wasn't the first time these seemingly 
innocent oceangoing vessels have acted so 
boldly. After the Vega incident, the Navy 
announced that the Soviets had scouted 
missile firings before. · · 

In f¢dition, it was only little .more than 
a · year ago tha,.t the Navy was ordered by 
President Eisenhower to board the trawler . 
Novorossisk off Ne"'foundland after mysteri .. 
ous damage had ·been done to five transat- · 
!antic cables. · · 

Now there are reports of still more cable 
cuttings in recent weeks. 

WHY THERE'S CONCERN 

These are only a few of the cases in the 
Pentagon's growing dossier on the "wet wa.r." 
Officers haVJl been aWare of similar offshore 
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intrusions by- Russia before, so why the 
sudden new concern? 

Mainly, it is because of what is being 
learned about the trawlers. · · 

These are no ordinary fishing boats. The 
Novorossisk was a sizable ship of 1,670 tons, 
able to steam at 12 knots. The Vega 1s 
smaller, but photos under scrutiny show 
she carried no fishing gear in sight and was 
topheavy with detachable radar antennas 
capable of screening a vast expanse. 

American intell1gence marks this about 
the Vega: It was the very first of a new 
"loaded" type seen in these waters. All 
Soviet trawlers carry modern radar eyes 
and electronic ears, but none observed pre
viously was as well equipped as the Vega for 
close-up espionag~. 

Further, there is evidence that at least 
some of the craft, which nest regularly in 
the North Atlantic, can act as mother ships 
to restock-but not refuel-marauding So
viet submarines. Only th-eir fuel capacities 
limit Soviet sub patrols. U they could es
tablish refueling stations on this side of the 
Atlantic, they would be able to lie off Ameri
can coasts on an almost permanent basis. 

How about reports that they are using 
north Cuban ports for just this purpose? So 
far, there is "absolutely no evidence of this," 
emphasize Navy specialists. 

ON ALL SIDES 

This "wet war" is not confined to the At
lantic. It is being carried close to the Pa
cific and gulf coasts of the United States as 
well. Several years ago, Communist subma
rines were detected farther away--off Vene
zuela and the Panama Canal, or were ob
served tracking the U.S. naval :fleets. 

Now there are more submarines--a total 
of 500 in the ·Russian Navy-and they are 
becoming more daring. In naval files are 
records of Soviet intrusions within 10 miles, 
and very probably ·much closer, of big cities 
such as New York, San Francisco, and New 
Orleans. 

RUSSIA'S OBJECTIVES 

What are these intruders looking for, and 
what-if anything at all-can be done 
about it? 

The answer to the riddle of what they are 
up to comes from intelligence experts who 
have been investigating SoViet naval actions 
ever since World War II. They conclude the 
Russians are using their "wet war" for a 
variety of purposes. · 

The "trawlers," tor example, can collect 
all sorts of useful information about Polaris
type tests, become familiar with the under
water characteristics of U.S. nuclear subs to 
make them easier to detect in the future. 
They can snoop on communications net
works--the very heart of U.S. air defense-
and some sources claim th.ese trawlers could 
steer Soviet bombers through "electronic 
holes" in the distant early warning radar 
screen in Canada. 

Russian submarines can chart the ocean 
:floors surrounding the North American con
tinent. The purpose, as suspected by U.S. 
officials, is to prepare accurate maps so their 
nuclear submarine :fleet, now being built, can 
navigate into exact undersea positions for 
missile firings against U.S. cities. With radar 
and infrared sensing devices, they can peer 
inland to mark targets on the American 
mainland. 

A WORLDWIDE OPERATION 

The "wet war," as waged by the Kremlin, 
is not confined to America. It is going on all 
around the world. In the mld-Paclflc, once 
regarded as a private lake for the U.S. Pacific 
:fleet, you find Soviet picket ships capable of 
tracking missiles. Russian subs slip out of 
pens in Albania to roam the Mediterranean, 
or move through the Taiwan Stzait and south 
to Singapore from Siberian bases. Their 
weather ships linger suspiciously close to 
secret installations of U.S. forces in the Far 
East. 

And, right under American noses, the Rus
sians are conducting important research on 
minerals, according to senator WARREN G. 
MAGNUSON, Demderat, of -washington. He
wrote in a newspaper article that, 300 miles. 
off Lower California, Soviet scientists "hav& 
taken sharp deep-sea photographs of the 
mysterious manganese-cobalt-ntckel-copper 
nodules which thickly carpet the ocean :floor 
in that and· some other oceanic areas." 

The tabulation of Russia's sudden interest 
in the oceans is almost without end. The 
Soviets have more ships and scientists in 
the polar regions th~n all other countries 
combined, and more ships and scientists as
signed to deep ocean studies than any other 
nation. 

"Sovi~t effort in oceanography is massive, 
of high caliber, and is designed to establish 
and demonstrate world leadership," warns 
Vice Adm. John T. Hayward, Deputy Chief of 
Naval Operations. 

It all ties together. Victory in the "wet 
war"-ultimate mastery of the seas--would 
give a great edge to Russia in any efforts to 
blanket American coastal areas with nuclear
tipped J,llissiles fired from offshore perches. 
For such an attack, complete understand
ing of the oceans 1s needed. Currents, bot
tom topography, magnetic, and gravitational 
fields are all important things to a subma
rine skipper. Russia is making these studies 
all along American coasts, in midocean, 
along the Continental Shelves and in all the 
seven seas. 

NEEDED: ALARM SYSTEM 

This "wet war" will be intensified, predict 
American officers. Ask one of these experts 
what can be done about it, and he answers: 
"As long as the. Communists stay outside 
our 3-mlle limit, all we can do is grit our 
teeth." By law, the high seas are free for 
any nation to use. 

The U.S. Navy, of course, does keep as 
sharp an eye as it can on Communist ma
neuvering. "Hunter-killer" search forces 
constantly survey the sea lanes. But this is 
not enough, say U.S. Navy men. What they 
would like is a burglar alarm system-a very 
expensive underseas sonar fence--that would 
keep tab on all Soviet submarines in peace
time, with the implied warning that any 
warlike move would mean sudden death. 

This is still in the dream stage. For now, 
American officers caution, this country should 
brace itself for more Soviet submarine ac
tivity and bigger and faster trawlers operat
ing near America's home waters, and all 
around the world, spying out data that would 
be helpful in an attack on the United States 
itself. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield to me? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. I wish to join the 

Senator from Connecticut in congratu
lating the distinguished majority leader 
on his extremely statesmanlike utter
ance. I know that he speaks for the peo
ple of the United States when he says 
they will not allow this incident to di
vide our country. 
· Of course it is regrettable that the in
cident occurred on the very eve of the 
summit conference, because it does give 
to Soviet Russia an opportunity to "ex
plode a propaganda bomb," and perhaps 
places us at some psychological disad
vantage. 

However, I see no reason why this 
incident should endanger the. hopes 
which all of us have for the forthcoming 
summit conference. As the majority 
Jeader has said, if ever we needed to act 
toward achieving a reduction of the ten
sions which exist iil the world, we must 
act to do so now. 

Also, we must appraise this incident 
realistically. As the distinguished mi
nority leader has said, spying is nothing 
new in the world. It is a recognized and 
accepted fact of life in the situation in 
which the world finds itself. Soviet 
planes engage in it regularly. They have 
fiown over parts of Alaska, northern 
Canada, Japan, and other Western de
fense areas. As a matter of fact, Soviet 
spying has been a more expanded and 
intense operation than ours, because 
their spies have infiltrated into every 
area of the free world, whereas the Iron 
Curtain has impeded and handicapped 
our securing intelligence information. 
Of course, many more Russian spies have 
been caught than have Americans or 
those from other countries. 

Finally, the circumstances surround
ing this episode would never have existed 
if Russia had accepted the President's 
"open skies" proposal of several years 
ago, 
· I am more pleased than I can say to 
hear our distinguished majority leader 
stand up here in the way he has and ex
press himself as he has. Knowing him 
as I do, it is the exact manner in which 
I would have expected him to act. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the 
distinguished Senator. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to 
the Senator from Nebraska. 
· Mr. CURTIS. I wish to commend the 

· majority leader and other Senators who 
have spoken today in defense of our 
country. A number of us were serving 
in the other body when Peral Harbor 
occurred. Following that episode, an in
vestigation was moved, and a commit
tee was estabUshed to investigate why 
Pearl Harbor had happened and why our 
armed services did not know more about 
it. 
· I think our armed services should be 
commended for finding out what is go
ing on in the world. 

In our cities we have fire inspectors 
going around, without our referring to 
them as spying. If the police forces give 
due attention to suspicious characters, 
nobody accuses them of spying. 

Our Armed Forces are charged with a 
grave responsibility-the preservation of 
this Republic; and if we are not faced 
with a serious threat, then we are wast
ing about $40 billion a year, trying to de
fend ourselves. 

I for one do not think we should shake 
and quake in our boots every time Khru
shchev and his gang do not like what is 
going on. They never give the world an 
accurate story of it; and we should say, 
as a great patriot did, "Our country! May 
she always be in the right, but our coun
try, right or wrong!" 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to the 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. wn..EY. I, too, desire to join in 
the complimentary remarkS the majority 
~eader has made. I have never found 
him wanting. I believe that he is made 
of the mettle that makes America great. 
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I wish to say that while I have been 

interviewed several times, as a rgeneral 
rule I have refrained from remarks; 
but in this particular instance I spoke 
very definitely. First, I do not believe it 
is going to hurt the summit conference 
to have the facts about this incident dis
closed. 

Khrushchev has known all the time, 
the leaders who are to sit down at the 
table at the summit conference have 
known all the time, that Khrushchev has 
been playing a great international game 
of poker, and that we have certainly had 
our planes and our armed forces in 
Europe with an object. As has been sug
gested, that object has been that we shall 
not be caught again as we were at Pearl 
Harbor. 

It was the privilege of some of us to 
be in a special meeting yesterday and 
we were briefed. What was said or done, 
of course, is not for me to say, but I came 
out of that meeting with the thought, 
''Thank God it has been demonstrated, 
to me at least, that we are alert, and 
not asleep." 

Mr. President, there appeared in the 
paper this morning the text of a state
ment issued by Secretary Herter. I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD following these brief words 
of mine. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
(From the Washington Post, May 10, 1960] 

TExT OF STATEMENT ON PLANE 

On May 7 the Department of State spokes
man made a statement with respect to the 
alleged. shooting down of an unarmed 
American civlllan aircraft of the U -2 type 
over the Soviet Union. The following sup
plements a.nd cla.rtfi.es this statement as re
spects the position o! the U.S. Government. 

Ever since Marshal Stalin shifted the 
policy of the Soviet Union !rom wartime eo
operation to postwar conflict, in 1946, and 
particularly since the Berlin blockade, the 
forceful takeover of Czechoslovakia and the 
Communist aggressions in Kore.a and Viet
nam, the world has lived in a state o! ap
prehension with respect to Soviet intentions. 
The Soviet leaders have almost complete ac
cess to the open societies of the free world 
and supplement this with vast espionage 
networks. However, _they keep their own 
society tightly closed and rigorously con
trolled. 

With the development of modern weapons 
carrying tremendously. destructive nuclear 
warheads, the threat of surprise attack and 
aggression presents a constant danger. This 
menace is enhanced by the threats of mass 
destruction frequently voiced by the Soviet 
leadership. 

IKE PROPOSAL ClaD 

For many years the United States in 
company with its allies 'has sought to lessen 
or even to eliminate this threat from the life 
of man so that he can go about his peace
ful business without fear. Many proposals 
to this end have been put up to the Soviet 
Union. The President's "open skies" pro
posal of 1955 was followed in 1957 by the 
offer of an exchange of ground observers 
between agreed military installations in the 
United States, the U.S.S.R. and other nations 
that might wish to participate. 

For several years we have been seeking the 
mutual abolition oi the restrictions on travel 
imposed by the Soviet Union and those which 
the United States felt obliged to institute 
on a reciprocal basis. · · 

CVI---618 

More recently at the Geneva Dlsa.rmament phase of the incident, counsels p.rudence 
Conference· the United States has proposed and the path of care in seeing that the 
fazo-reachin,g new measures. of controlled welfare of our country is guarded 
disarmament. It 1s possible thai the Soviet · . . . · 
leaders have a different version and that I shall take his advice and I congratu-
however unjusttlledly they fear attack fr~ late the distinguished majority leader 
the West. But this' is hard to reconcile for the tenor and tone of his remarks 
with their continual rejection of our re- this morning. 
peated proposa.ls !or effective measures Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the 
against surprise attack. and !or e1fective Senator. 
inspection of disarmament measures. ·Mr. mCKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 

RESPONsiBn.rrY NoTED I should like to address a short remark 
I will say frankly that it is unacceptable to the majority leader. 

that the Soviet political system should be While the majority leader and I do 
given an opportunity to make secret prepara- not always see eye to eye on partisan 
tions to face the free world with the choice politics and political matters, I think he 
of abject surrender or nuclear destruction. knows full well the great respect which 
The Government of the United States would 
be derelict to its responsibility not only to I have for him and the extremely high 
the American people but the free peoples regard in which I hold him. I know of 
everywhere if it did not, in the absence of no man in the Congress with greater 
Soviet ·cooperation, take such measures as ability. I know of no man in the Con
are possible unilaterally to lessen and to gress with greater loyalty to his coun
overcome this danger of surprise attack. In try, to its security and to its progress 
fact the United States has not and does not than the majority leader. 
shirk this responsibil1ty. 

In accordance wi-th the National Security The remarks of the majority leader 
Act of 1947, the President has put into effect this morning are the remarks of a truly 
since the beginning of his administration great leader who is interested in his 
directives to gather by every possible means country and who, on an occasion when 
the information required to protect the his ·country is definitely and deeply in· 
United States and the free world against volved, not only can now but also has 
surprise attack and to enable them to make in the past risen completely above any 
effective preparations for their defense. partisan or political motivation. His re
Under these directives programs have been 
developed and put into operation which marks this morning are apt and to the 
have included extensive aerial survelllan.ce point. and should be taken to heart by 
by unarmed civlllan aircra..ft, normally of a all Americans. 
peripheral character but on occasion by pen- I am not completely and thoroughly 
etratlon. conversant with all phases of our activi-

Speciflc missions of these unarmed civillan ties in the military and in other services 
aircraft have not been subject to Presiden- in this country, but I believe, Mr. Presi
tial authorization. The facts that such sur-
veillance was taking place has apparently not dent, that I have had in the past several 
been a secret to the Soviet leadership and years my full share of exposure to what 
the question indeed arises as to why at this has to be done by the United States and 
particl,llar juncture they should seek to ex- by those responsible for its security. 
plait the present incident as a propaganda I agree that all of us should be very 
battle in the cold war. ca.r:eful at this time of tension not to ex-

This Government had sincerely hoped and .press too vigorous an opinion in one 
continues to hope that in the coining meet- way or another. Tensions in the world 
ing of the heads of government in Paris are very great. They can either be 
Chairman Khrushchev will be prepared to 
cooperate in agreeing to effective measures fanned or they can be quieted. A great 
which would remove this fear of sudden mass deal depends upon the circumspection 
destruction from the minds of people every- with which we, the people of the uriited. 
where. States, in addition to the leaders of the 

Far from being damaging to the !orthcom- political parties and of the administra
ing meeting in Paris, this incident should tion, approach these problems. we, the 
serve to underline the importance to the people of the United States, I think, 
worid of an earnest attempt there to achieve 
agreed and effective safeguards against sur- should exercise caution, calmness, and 
prise attack and aggression. deliberation in these matters. 

At my request and with the authority of I received a letter this morning from 
the President, the Director of the Central a very worthy lady in my home State, 
Intelligence Agency, the Honorable Allen W. who was very critical. She said, "What 
Dunes, is today briefing members of the b · h • nk · d' 
Congress fully along the foregoing lines. USiness ave we mo eymg aroun 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to 
the Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I could 
not refrain from expressing my appre
ciation to the distinguished majority 
leader, the Senator from Texas, for the 
dispassionate, considered remarks he has 
made in the Senate this morning. The 
majority leader can, at the proper time 
and place, be a loyal, skillful, and adroit 
majority partisan, and I do not reproach 
him for that ability. I admire him for it. 
But at a time like this. it is of inestimable 
benefit to the Senate and to the country 
when the majority leader takes the :floor 
and, without appeal to partisanship, and 
without attempting to capitalize on any 

even the edges of Russia? Why do we 
not let them alone? And then they will 
let us alone." I happen to know this 
lady. There is no :finer lady in my State 
and none more well mea-ning. How
ever, I will say she is completely devoid 
of any understanding of the constant and 
almost overpowering menace which 
threatens the freedom of the United 
States and of the free world every min
ute of every day, emanating from Com
munist aggression and Communist ex
pansion. We must understand that if we 
in this country are to be able to intelli
gently and adequately prepare ourselves 
and to put ourselves in a position of se
curity against surprise, we must know 
what is going on. 

There are people in the country today 
who, I think, rather precipitously and 
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unwarrantedly, are criticizing in this 
situation. I say, Mr. President, that if 
a sneak attack should occur on this coun
try today, these are the very people who 
would want to hang the people who had 
neglected to find out what was going on 
in the world. The security of the United 
States is paramount. 

I wish to suggest one other thing. The 
continuous and uninterrupted and un
precedented espionage activities of the 
Communist Iron Curtain countries and 
of Russia in this country have gone on 
and have been reported to the American 
people for years and years. I could re
cite detail after detail, instance after 
instance, of the most flagrant espionage 
in this country, the most flagrant in
vasion of what we might call the sov
ereignty and the security of this country 
on the part of the Communist aggres
sors. 

I merely want to say again, without 
drawing out the discussion at this time, 
that I compliment the majority leader 
on his very fine statement, on his states
manlike approach, on his calmness, and 
on his interest in the broad best inter
ests of the security of this country. I 
caution that we, as the American people, 
must not become too emotional about 
this matter, but must consider it with 
calmness until we know all the facts 
and until we know exactly what we are 
talking about. There are many things 
involved in this situation which are not 
at this point clear. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I want to express my appreciation 
to the Senator for his undeserved com.: 
ments. The Senator knows of the great 
admiration and respect I have for him 
and have had since my first association 
with the Senator, when he was my chair
man and I was a member of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, and how 
deeply I appreciate his expression this 
morning. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I assure the 
Senator that everything I have said was 
from the heart. I mean it. I thank 
the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. wn.LIAMs of Delaware. Mt. 
President, I should like to join my col
leagues in paying respect to our dis tin
guished majority leader, the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON] for his well 
timed remarks just given and the advice 
contained therein. Those of us who have 
had the privilege of serving with the 
Senator from Texas recognize him as 
a worthy opponent on any partisan ques
tion. However, we likewise know that on 
questions concerning the security or the 
defense of our country, he speaks as an 
American and not as a partisan. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I appreciate 
the remarks of the Senator from Dela
ware. I value his friendship more than 
he knows. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I had in 
mind making a comment this morning 
about the so-called spy plane incident 
and in that connection I was told about 
the remarks of the majority leader. 
Though I did not hear them, I have just 
had an opportunity to read them, and I 
find they are a splendid contribution to 
this discussion. They go to what I had 

in mind to say this morning rather clear
ly, because I, too, feel, as the majority 
leader did, that this incident will tum 
out to be perhaps not as bad as we 
thought, and perhaps it will help rather 
than hurt us in the situation. 

First, to make my remarks clean cut, 
I compliment the majority leader on the 
statesmanship which goes into keeping 
one's head when it would be easy to seek 
a partisan advantage, which might be 
momentarily attractive but would not 
contribute to our country's position in 
the world, and I join in complimenting 
the majority leader, for whom I have a 
high regard, as he and everyone else 
knows. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I wish to express to the Senator 
from New York [Mr. JAVITS] my grati
tude, though I feel I deserve no compli
ment for doing what any Member of 
the Senate under similar circumstances 
would do. I merely said that America 
must be all for one and one for all, and 
we cannot allow any threats or prop
aganda moves to divide our people at 
this ·difficult hour. I believe all Ameri
cans subscribe to that doctrine. 

Mr. JAVITS. When the majority 
leader says it as the leader of the opposi
tion to the party of the administration, 
it means more than mere words. I think 
we are quite right in being pleased that 
he spoke as he did at this juneture. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I appreciate 
the statement of my friend from New 
York. He knows of my high regard for 
him and my deep friendship for him. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, second 
thoughts on the U-2 spy plane incident 
now show that its effect will be the re
verse of what Chairman Khrushchev in
tended. The first flash of Mr. Khru
shchev's theatricals has now worn off 
and reasonable men and women in the 
free world will have these things in 
mind. First, Mr. Khrushchev shows 
again that he wants to keep the world in 
the anxious seat rather than to calm its 
nerves. This is hardly a peace cam
paign or preparation for serious negotia
tion at the summit. Second, Mr. Khru
shchev's rocket threats against Norway 
and Pakistan-so reminiscent of Suez in 
1956-are hardly compatible with a just 
world secure in the opportunity for de
bate and the resolution of tensions 
through international law and negotia
tion. Third, the incident again recalls 
the unwillingness of Khrushchev to agree 
to President Eisenhower's open skies 
proposal which in turn shows American 
willingness to abandon secrecy and to 
insure the world against surprise attack. 
Fourth, Mr. Khrushchev highlights the 
danger of surprise attack and fixes at
tention upon the capability of one man · 
in the Communist dictatorship by a sud
den decision to plunge the world into an 
abyss of A- and H-bomb war. 

Adult people will remember the spy 
networks of the U.S.S.R. which have 
operated for 40 years in the free world 
and the names of Klaus Fuchs, Ponte
corvo, Igor Gouzenko, Gerhardt Eisler, 
and Colonel Abel. There is a1so evidence 
of U.S.S.R. aerial reconnaissance over 
free world areas including the United 

states-only we did not put on a propa
ganda show about it. 

The U-:-2 incident should mobilize world 
opinion and bring it to bear upon the 
U.S.S.R. to put it in a mood to agree to 
pending treaties to protect against sur
prise attack, to end nuclear testing and 
for disarmament as consistently pro
posed by the free world nations. Second 
thoughts should show that the United 
States is not embarrassed, but that on 
the contrary, the free world's defensive 
alliances including the bases which im
plement them, are more necessary than 
ever. . 

As so often happens in these cases, the 
first impression is neither lasting nor 
correct. The Russian people themselves 
must now take careful account of. what 
their regime means to peace. The cause 
and intentions of the free peoples are 
seen to be too deeply built to be shaken 
or confused by the theatricals out of 
Moscow. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 
REASSIGNMENT OF CERTAIN OFFICERS IN THE 

MARINE CORPS 

A letter from the Secretary of Defense, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legisla
tion to reassign officers designated for sup
ply duty as officers not restricted in the per
formance of duty in the Marine Corps (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 
REPORT ON REVIEW OF SELECTED SUPPLY Ac

TIVITIES AT SAN BERNARDINO Am MATERIEL 
AREA 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the review of selected sup
ply activities at San Bernardino Air Ma
teriel Area, Department of the Air Force, 
dated April 1960 (with an accompanying re
port); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 
REPORT ON REVIEW OF THE GOVERNMENT' S 

RIGHTS AND PRACTICES RELATING TO CERTAIN 
HOSPITAL AND MEDICAL SERVICES 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on the review of the Gov
ernment's rights and practices concerning 
recovery of the cost of hospital and medical 
services in negligent third-party cases, dated 
May 1960 (with an accompanying report); 
to the Committee on Government Opera
tions. 
PROVISION FOR EXCEPTIONS TO RULES OF 

NAVIGATION IN CERTAIN CASES 

A letter from the Under Secretary of 
Commerce, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to provide for exceptions to the 
rules of navigation in certain cases (with 
an accompanying paper); to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
AUTHORIZATION FOR SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 

To UTn.IZE CERTAIN FuNDS FOR SPECIAL 
METEOROLOGICAL SERVICES 

A letter from the Under Secretary of 
Commerce, transinitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to authorize the Secretary of 
Commerce to utllize funds received from 
State and local governments and private or
ganizations and individuals for special me
teorological services (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 
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REPORT o:r FEDERAL TRADE CoMMISsro:N 
A letter from the Chairman. Federal Trade 

Commission, Washington. D.C.. transmit
mitting. pursuant to law. a report of that 
Commission. for the fiscal year 1959 (with 
an accompanying report); to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED 

STATES OF CERTAIN ALIENS 
A letter from the Commissioner, Immi

gration and Naturalization Service. Depart
ment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, copies of orders entered, granting 
temporary admission into the United States 
of certain aliens (with accompanying pa
pers); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 502 OF GENERAL 
BRIDGE ACT OJ' 1946 

A letter from the Under Secretary of 
Commerce, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend section 502 of the Gen
eral Bridge Act of 1946, and for other pur
poses (with acompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Public Works. 
REP<>ltT OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY OF ARTS 

AND LETTERS 
A letter from the Assistant to the Presi

dent, the American Academy of Arts and 
Letters. transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port of that Academy, for the year 1959 
(with an acompanying report); to the Com
mittee on Rules and Admintstration. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Petitions. etc.. were laid before the 
Senate. or presented. and referred as 
indicated: 

By the VICE PRESIDENT: 
A concurrent resolution of the General 

Assembly of the State of South Carolina; 
to the Committee on Finance: 
"CONCURRENT RESOLUTION .ExPRESSING THE 

CONCERN OF THE GENERAL ASSElW3LY OVER 
THE UNFAIR COMPETITIVE SITUATION IN 
WHICH THE TExTILE INDUSTRY OF THE 
STATE FINDS ITSELF AND MEMORIALIZING 
THE CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES To 
TAKE IMMEDIATE STEPS To PROTECT THIS 
INDUSTRY, WHICH EMPLOYS THOUSANDS OJ' 
PERSONS AND Is VITAL TO CONTINUED 
GROWTH AND PROSPERITY OF THIS STATE AND 
MANY PARTS OF THE NATION 
"Whereas the textile industry of the State 

of South Carolina and many other States 
of the Nation finds itself in a highly com
petitive market with foreign goods priced 
from 20 to 50 percent under those made in 
the United States; and 

"Whereas the reason for this great di1fer
ential in price ·is the cheap labor of foreign 
countries of a much lower standard of living, 
which makes possible placing on the markets 
of the world products the selling price of 
which is far below even the cost of produc
tion in the United States, due to our higher 
wage scale and standard of living; and 

"Whereas the general assembly recognizes 
that if the flood of cheap foreign goods is 
not regulated to the extent where our own 
industry is placed on a basis of fair compe
tition the textile industry will be forced out 
of business; and 

.. Whereas the loss of an industry the size 
and importance of the textlle mills will be 
a great blow to the progress of the State of 
South Carolina and other States similarly 
afl'ected: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the house of representatives 
(the senate concurring).. That the seneral 
assembly does hereby express its deep con
cern over the 1lood of cheap foreign goods 
being placed on the markets of the United 
States and memorializes the Congress of the 
United States to take immediate steps to 
enact remedial legislation; and be it further 

"Resolved, That a copy of this ~resolution 
be forwarded to the President o! the Senate 
and the Speaker of the House of· Representa
tives of ths Congress .and each U.S. Senator 

. from South Carolina and each Representa
tive from this State in the Congress of the 
United States." 

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature 
of the State of Mississippi; to the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs: 

"HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 35 
"Concurrent resolution memorializing the 

Congress and the President of the United 
States to safeguard and preserve estab
lished State and individual rights to the 
use of water within the separate States: 
"Whereas recent decisions of the Federal 

courts and recent assertions from the U.S. 
Department of Justice have deprived States 
and persons of rights which the States and 
persons preViously enjoyed to regulate and 
control the use of water in the respective 
States; and 

"Whereas the decisions and assertions are 
further a part of a .general pattern develop
ing gradually into .Federal supremacy and 
usurpation over water and 1f continued w1ll 
destroy indiVidual and States rights over 
water and substitute an all-powerful cen
tralized government control: Now. therefore. 
be it 

"Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the State of Mississippi (the senate con
curring therein). That the Congress and 
the President of the United States and the 
Senators and Representatives of Mississippi 
in the Congress of the United States be re
spectfully petitioned to take all necessary· 
action to-

"(a) preserve the water rights of the in
dividual and the State and to prevent Fed
eral usurpation of these rights; 

"(b) to see that legislation is initiated 
and supported to reestablish to the indiVid
uals and to the States the rights taken from 
them by the Federal courts and the Justice 
Department; and 

"(c) in every way possible rea.ftlrm, renew. 
and defend the concepts that water rights 
are property rights and that those estab
lished rights to the use of water by a State 
or an individual should not be taken away 
without due process of law and adequate 
compensation; and be it further 

"Resolved. That certified copies of this res
olution be sent to the Honorable President 
and the Vice President of the United States, 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
of the Congress, the chairman of the U.S. 
Senate and House Com.mittees on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senators and U.S. 
Representatives. 

"Adopted by the senate Aprll29, 1960. 
"PAUL B. JOHNSON, 

"'President of the Senate. 
"Adopted by the house of representatives 

March 2, 1960. 
"WALTER SILLERS, 

"Speaker of the House of Representatives." 
A resolution adopted by the California 

Grape and Tree Fruit League, of San Fran
cisco, Calif., relating to featherbedding prac
tices in tra,nsportation operations; to the 
Committee on Labor and Publiq Welfa.re. 

A resolution adopted by the Common: 
Council of the City of Oswego, N.Y .• favoring 
the enactment of legislation to increase the 
minimum wage to $1.25 an hour; to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

RESOLUTIONS OF ORGANIZATIONS 
OF STATE OF NEW YORK 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President. I · ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the REC01lD a 'series of resolutions adopt
ed by organizations of the State of New 
York. 

There being no objection. the resolu
tions were ordered to be printed 1n the 
RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTroN ADOPTED BY THE TRANSPORTATION 

SECTION OF THE NEW YORK BoARD OJ' TRADE, 
AND APPROVED BY "rHE DIRECTORS OF THE 
NEW YORK BOARD OF 'l'RADB 

Whereas the New York Board of Trade's 
transportation section is Vitally interested 
in the preservation· of all transportation sys
tems servicing ·the Port of New York; and 

Whereas the 10-percent tax on passenger 
transportation in the United States imposes 
an excessive and unnecessa"f'y burden upon 
all who travel in the pursuit of business vital 
to the national economy and welfare; and 

Whereas this levy, imposed as an emer
gency wartime measure nearly 20 years ago 
to discourage nonessential use of an over
taxed transportation system, has long since 
ceased to serve any part or semblance of its 
purpose; and 

Whereas the similar wartime excise tax on 
the transportation of goods was repealed in 
1958; and 

Whereas this unnecessary and inequitable 
excise tax, by adding to the cost of travel 
and thereby discouraging use of transporta
tion, poses an immediate and serious threat 
to common carrier services essential to the 
health and well-being of the Nation: Now, 
therefore, be It 

Resolved, That the transportation section 
of the New York Board of Trade does sup
port the railroads, the airlines and the bus 
lines In their earnest request for the needful 
elimination of the 10-percent Federal tn.ns
portation excise tax immediately and in its 
entirety, as this is in the public interest and 
essential to the national economy and places 
the board on record as favoring that repeal; 
and 

Whereas this immediate and complete re
peal is incumbent upon the Congress of the 
United States; be it further 

Resolved. That the position of the trans
portation section of the New York Board of 
Trade !avortng the repeal of this tax be made 
known to the Congress, and that the Con
gress be urgently petitioned to take immedi
ate corrective legislative action. 

RESOLUTION OJ' COMMON CoUNCIL OJ' THE 
CITY OF OSWEGO TO MEMORIALIZE U.S. CON
GRESS To RAISE FEDERAL MINIMUM WAGE TO 
$1.25 AN HoUR 
Whereas the original Federal minimum 

wage law. enacted. in 1936, which then pro
vided for a minimum wage of 25 cents an 
hour, has been amended on three separate 
occasions to bring it more realistically in llne 
with the rising cost of living and our Ameri
can concept of Federal minimum wage stand
ards;and 

Whereas the present Federal minimum 
wage of $1 per hour is less than one-half of 
the national average minimum wage of $2.21 
as set. determined by the U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics; and 

Whereas wages and salaries paid at this 
low level make such workers a charge on the 
economy of the Nation. in that recipient of 
substandard wages are able to contribute 
11 ttle as consumers or purchasers of goods 
and services, or as taxpayers or supporters of 
the community wel!are; more often becoming 
public charges on the State and private 
agencies; and 

Whereas there are States which avail thein
selves of the funds and services of the Fed
eral Treasury, and of all other Federal agen
cies, paid out ot the Federal tax receipts col
lected from citizens and industries of the 
city of Oswego and New York State. whose 
employees in most cases enjoy wages in ex
cess of the $1 minimum; and 

Whereas many o! the other States and 
their communities whose working people 
work for wages below $1.25 are held up as 
bait to industry as a reason for emigrating 
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from the State, thus placing Oswego and 
New York State in double jeopardy; and 

Whereas the spirit of fair play, humanity, 
and minimum standards of decency, require 
that a legal and realistic floor be put under 
which workers in American industry shall 
not be employed: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Oswego Common Coun
cil go on record that the question of decent 
Federal minimum wages of $1.25 or over per 
hour shall be considered above the biparti
san political issues and in the interest of the 
Oswego and New York State economy, its 
wage earners, men and women, so that Os
wego and New York State will receive its fair 

·' share of industrial expansion; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That the Oswego Common Coun
cil memorialize Congress to pass an appro
priate amendment to the Federal minimum 
wage of $1.25 or higher th~ law of _the land, 
and also to give ·appropriate consideration 
to extending the law to the now exempt 
workers in American industry and com
merce; and be it further 

Resolved, That the common council call 
upon the Honorable Governor, Nelson A. 
Rockefeller, to use his good office to place this 
matter before the bipartisan congressional 
committee, set up by the New York State 
Members of the U.S. Congress, for the 
purpose of fostering such legislation, and 
copies of this resolution be sent to the Presi
dent of the United States, and Secretary of 
Labor, and all Members of the U.S. Congress. 

RESOLUTION OF JOINT CONFERENCE OF AFFILI
ATED POSTAL EMPLOYEES OF GREATER NEW 
YoRK AND NORTHERN NEW JERSEY CALLING 
FOR SALARY INCREASE FOR POSTAL EMPLOYEES 
Whereas the average weekly take-home 

pay for postal employees is only $74 per 
week; and . 

Whereas any number of impartial surveys 
show that an annual salary of more than 
$6,000 is needed today in order to be able to 
support an American family in a decent man
ner; and 

Whereas the U.S. Department of Commerce, 
in a recent report, cited the average annual 
wage in the United States as above $6,000; 
and 

Whereas the cost of living has been stead
ily rising to unprecedented heights; and 

Whereas the annual salaries of postal em
ployees are so low as to force over 80 percent 
of all postal employees to work two jobs in 
order to meet present-day liVing costs; and 

Whereas wives of many postal employees 
have been compelled to take employment in 
order to make ends meet and, therefore, have 
had their family lives disrupted; and 

Whereas this has resulted in a steady low
ering in the standard of living of postal 
employees to a point where it is behind that 
of other civil servants in State and city; 
and 

Whereas postal employees' salaries have, 
for a long time continued to lag behind the 
salaries of organized workers in private in- · 
dustry; and 

. Whereas the U.S. Government has an obli
gation to accord its employees the fair treat
ment it requires private industry to render 
to those it employs: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this rally of the Joint Con
ference of Aftili-ated Postal Employees of 
Greater New York and Northern New Jersey, 
which represents 35,000 postal employees of 
all crafts in the metropolitan area, assembled 
at the High School of Fashion Industries in 
New York City on Sunday, May 1, 1960, goes 
on record seeking the enactment of legisla
tion which w111 establish an average •6.000 
annual salary for postal employees; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
sent to President Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
Vice President Richard M. Nixon, Senator 
Lyndon B. Johnson, Senator Everett Mc
Kinley Dirksen; chairman of the Senate 

Post om.ce and CiVil Service Committee, 
chairman of House Post Oftlce and Civil Serv
ice Committee, Speaker Sam Rayburn, Repre
sentative Charles Halleck, presidents of the 
National Postal Unions whose locals are af
filiates of the joint conference, President 
George Meany, AFL-CIO; all metropolitan 
newspapers, wire services, television and 
radio stations. 

RESOLUTION ADoPTED BY THE BOARD OF DI
RECTORS OF THE CiviL AND BUSINESS FEDERA
TION, WHITE PLAINS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
Resolved, That the Civic and Business Fed-

eration, White Plains Chamber of cOmmerce, 
after due deliberation and consideration of 
ail the facts pertaining to the so-called 
Forand blll (H.R. 4700') or any substitute 
thereof, opposes the adoption of Federal legis
lation for such purposes; and be it further 

Resolved, That we are not opposed to the 
providing of medical care to the aged as we 
recognize a present need for such care, but 
our opposition stems from the Federal Gov
ernment entering into the picture of medical 
care particularly as part of our social security 
system. This, we feel, leads us further 
toward the door of socialized medicine which 
is contrary to the principles of our American 
democracy and, while theoretically possible, 
breaks down under the practical implementa
tion of such a program. 

We feel that the immediate need for medi
cal care for the aged, if provided, sh.ould be 
accomplished on an individual voluntary 
oasis with the participants contributing 
toward the cost of their medical coverage. 

We feel further that the following disad
vantages overbalance the adopting of the 
types of Federal legislation proposed: 

1. Revenue would be insufficient to carry 
out the program thereby creating greater tax 
imposition upon our economy and increasing 
our national debt. 

2 . The Government would be competing in 
the business of providing medical care, there
by putting the Government in direct com
petition with free enterprise, medical and 
voluntary insurance prograxns, and putting a 
brake on the adoption of sound medical bene
fit programs by industry. 

3. The Government would have to set .fees, 
name doctors, hospitals, nursing homes, 
thereby placing an undue influence in the 
medical benefits field. 

4. Costs of medicines and appliances would 
skyrocket out of proportion increasing the 
cost of a program and possibly forcing the 
Government into allied fields. 

5. Fraud would be difficult to control and 
we question whether or not the Government 
would implement sufficient investigation to 
uncover it in view of the fact that even in 
our Internal Revenue Service there is a fail
ure to provide sufficient investigators. 

6. Our country's economy would be af
fected. It would increase the cost of doing 
business without increasing productivity but 
it would discourage personal savings, decrease 
the supply of investment capital, and place 
an even greater burden on Government to 
supply the capital needed for an expanding 
economy. 

7. The individual would lose his or her 
right to choose his own physician and hos
pital. 

8. It would destroy community efforts to 
increase and improve health care and the 
desire to provide such care for the local com
munity. 

9 . It would impair the voluntary help of a 
family to encourage self-help. 

It is our opinion that most doctors have 
always given free medical care to the aged 
and indigent. Hospital clinics are ever in
creasing in their scope of activity. Approxi
mately 43 percent of those over age 66 are 
now covered by voluntary health insurance, 
including group plans paid for under retire
ment programs and it 1s estimated that 75 
percent of those who need and want such 

protection will be covered by 1965, and 90 
percent by 1970." 

:We trust this .considered expression of 
opinion will receive your customary careful 

. consideration. · 
J. HERBERT GRIMSEY, 

President. 

REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF 
EXECUTIVE PAPERS 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
from the Join.t Select Committee on the 
Disposition of Papers in the Executive 
Departments, to which was referred for 
examination and recommendation a list 
of records transmitted to the Senate by 
the Administrator of General Services, 
that appeared to have no permanent 
value or historical interest, submitted a 
report thereon, pursuant to law. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. DODD: 
S. 3513. A b111 to enable the United States 

to participate in the resettlement of certain 
refugees; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. DODD when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. GOLDWATER (for himself and 
Mr. HAYDEN): . 

S. 3514. A blll to authorize the transfer of 
a Bureau of Reclamation bridge across the 
Colorado River near Needles, Calif., to San 
Bernardino County, Calif., and Mohave 
County, Ariz.; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. CARROLL: 
S. 3515. A bill for the relief of Fotios Gia

noutsos (Frank Giannos); to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself and Mr. 
KEATING): . 

S. 3516. A bill to admit the vessels Fort 
Town, Maple City, and Windmill Point to 
American registry and to permit their use in 
the coastwise trade; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BIBLE (by request): 
S. 3517. A bill to authorize the Commis

sioners of the District of Columbia to plan, 
construct, operate, and maintain a sanitary 
sewer to connect the Dulles International 
Airport with the District of Columqia sys
tem; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

(See the remarks of Mr. BmLE when he in
troduced the above bill, which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

By Mr. CAPEHART: 
S. 3518. A bill for the relief of Merrill 

Ernest Pyle, Jr.; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. SPARKMAN: 
S. 3519. A b111 for the relief of Henry 

James Taylor; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SPARKMAN (for himsel.f and 
Mr. HILL): 

s. 3520. A b111 to stabi11ze cotton price 
support for the 1961 crop; to the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 

(See the remarks of Mr. SPARKMAN when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. KERR: 
S. 352'1. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1954 to extend the time within 
which a minister may elect coverage as a 
self-employed individual for social security 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BIBLE (by request): 
S. 3522. A blll to amend the act of June 

19, 1948, relating to the workweek of the 
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Fire Department of the District o.f Columbia, 
and for other purposes; and 

S. 3523. A bill to authorize a judicial re
view by the municipal court ~! appeals for 
the District of Columbia of certain actions 
taken by the Alcoholic Beverage Control 
Board; to the Committee on the District o! 
Columbia. 

PARTICIPATION IN RESETTLEMENT 
OF CERTAIN REFUGEES 

· Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I intro
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to 
enable the United States to participate 
in the resettlement of certain refugees. 

On the whole, I believe that House 
Joint Resolution 397 the chief measure 
now pending before the Judiciary Com
mittee is soundly conceived. However, 
in view of our commitments to World 
Refugee Year, I hope that the bill which 
is finally enacted can be improved in a 
few minor ways. 

I am in favor of the 25-percent match
ing formula contained in House Joint 
Resolution 397. But I am bothered by 
the fact that we had no refugee legisla
tion on the books during most of World 
Refugee Year. In the bill which I am 
introducing, therefore, the 25-percent 
formula is rewritten so that we commit 
ourselves to parole into the United States, 
during the course of the act, 25 percent 
of the number of refugees resettled by 
other countries from July 1, 1959, the 
opening day of World Refugee Year, to 
the terminal date of the act. This pro
vision would have the effect of bringing 
in, at most, another several thousand 
refugees. Because of the small numbers 
involved, I believe we can afford to err on 
the side of being generous by making our 
25-percent commitments retroactive to 
the opening date of World Refugee Year. 

One of the wonderful things about 
World Refugee Year was that nations 
which had previously not accepted 
handicapped refugees opened their doors 
to limited numbers of them and made 
special provision to assist in their re
habilitation. Australia, for example, 
committed itself to take 600 handicapped 
refugees, Canada agreed to take 100 ref
ugees suffering from TB, Brazil offered 
to admit 100 TB refugee families, New 
Zealand took 50 handicapped refugees, 
Sweden took several hundred, the United 
Kingdom took 210 familtes of hard-core 
refugees, and so on. Of the refugees ad
mitted to this country under the bill I am 
submitting, 500 numbers are allocated, 
to be used, at the discretion of the At
torney General, for refugees who, because 
of age or physical handicap, are listed as 
difficult to resettle in the rosters of the 
United Nations High Commissioner, but 
who (a) are not institutional cases, (b) 
suffer from no contagious diseases, (c) 
can, in the opinion of the sponsoring vol
untary agency, be made self -supporting 
with some assistance or are members of 
family units which can be considered 
self -supporting. 

House Joint Resolution 397 limits ad
missions to refugees under the mandate 
of the United Nations High Commis
sioner. I agree that this is where the 
primary emphasis ought to be. How
ever, I feel strongly that the High Com
missioner's definition of what co'nsti-

~ ~ . ' . - - ~ 

tutes a refugee is in certain respects 
arbitrary and that we ought to make 
some provision in our act for refugees 
not accepted for protection by UNHCR. 
UNHCR, for example, has refused to 
grant refugee status to almost two-thirds 
of all Yugoslav refugees who have es
caped into Germany, Austria, and Italy 
in recent years. The High Commis
sioner's eligibility criteria are based on 
the concept of political persecution. 
Refugees from Hungary, Poland, and the 
other Iron Curtain countries are auto
matically granted eligibility because 
UNHCR accepts the fact that they have 
escaped for political reasons. In the 
case of the Yugoslavs, however, UNHCR 
has taken the stand that most of them 
escaped for economic reasons and, there
fore, do not qualify. Personally, I do 
not buy this business of kowtowing to 
Tito's sensitivities. The Yugoslavs are 
the largest group of non-UNHCR refu
gees in Europe. We should not bypass 
them because of their lack of UNHCR 
status. 

For reasons of equity, humanitarian
ism, and international understanding, my 
bill contains a clause which makes token 
provision for non-UNHCR refugees-not 
only for the Yugoslavs, but for various 
national categories like the Italian refu
gees from Tunisia, other Europeans up
rooted and forced out of their countries 
by the rising tide of Asian-African na
tionalism; family reunion cases involv
ing Chinese refugees in Hong Kong, and 
so forth. The numbers involved in this 
category under my bill would not be very 
great--all told 2,000 each year for 2 
years. But I attach a lot of importance 
to the principle of not limiting ourselves 
rigidly to the High Commissioner's defi
nition of a refugee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill (S. 3513) to enable the United 
States to participate in the resettlement 
of certain refugees, introduced by Mr. 
DODD, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

CHANTILLY AIRPORT SEWER 
INTERCEPTOR 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, by re
quest I introduce, for appropriate refer
ence, a bill to authorize the Commis
sioners of the District of Columbia to 
plan, construct, operate, and maintain 
a sanitary sewer to connect Dulles In
ternational Airport with the District of 
Columbia system. 

In brief, this proposal, advocated by 
the White House, with the approval of 
the Bureau of the Budget and the Fed
eral Aviation Agency, represents a far
reaching step in a long and continuing 
:fight to keep the Potomac River suffi
ciently free of pollution to serve as 
Washington's drinking water supply. 

This $28-million proposal calls for 
construction of a huge sanitary inter
ceptor and trunk sewerline to extend 
from the District of Columbia to the 
Dulles International Airport, at Chan
tilly, Va., a distance of some 25 to 28 
miles, depending on the route :finally 
selected. Its capacity will be sufficient 

to provide not only for the airport and 
its anticipated growth, · but also for the 
expected coinmunity growth and de
velopment in the adjacent areas of both 
Virginia and Maryland. 

The bill provides authority for the 
District of Columbia government to 
make long-term deferred-payment loans, 
not to exceed $25 million, to defray the 
cost of the interceptor, since the system 
outside of the District will not" be im
mediately self-supporting. It is pro
posed that the Federal Government 
make an outright $3-million contribu
tion toward the development of plans 
and acquisition of rights-of-way for the 
interceptor and construction of the 
trunkline from the airport to the inter
ceptor. 

Mr. President, this proposal envisions 
that the Chantilly Airport and the Vir
ginia and Maryland communities using 
the sewer system will repay the $28 mil
lion construction costs by use charges 
over the years. It is anticipated that 
this system will adequately serve all the 
needs of the area through which it will 
run through the year 2000, and that by 
that date 700,000 people will utilize these 
facilities. 

This system will not cost the taxpayers 
of the District of Columbia a single dol
lar. Although the District of Columbia 
government is designated as the agency 
to proceed with immediate construction 
and maintenance of the necessary air
port sewerlines, all costs will be borne 
by charges levied against the users of 
the facility. 

It is anticipated that 1 year will be re
quired to complete the planning phases, 
and an additional 2 years thereafter for 
construction. 

For those of us who serve on the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia and 
the Joint Committee on Washington 
Metropolitan Problems, this bill is in
deed welcome, and represents a tangible 
recognition by the executive branch of 
what many of us believe is a proper and 
necessary role for the Federal Govern
ment in orderly Washington metropoli
tan development. 

This bill demonstrates the Federal 
Government's initiative and good faith 
in trying to help solve, on a partnership 
basis, the problems besetting our neigh
boring States of Maryland and Virginia 
and their metropolitan satellite jurisdic
tions, when such problems arise as a di
rect result of the growth generated from 
the central city represented by the Dis
trict of Columbia itself. 

Certainly, Mr. President, this bill rep
resents a realistically sensible metropoli
tan area approach to a metropolitan area 
problem. 

I believe it incumbent upon the Con
gress to act expeditiously on this bill, so 
it can be passed before adjournment. 

The proposed assignment of this proj
ect to the District government and to the 
Engineer Commissioner demonstrates, to 
my mind, the high esteem in which Brig. 
Gen. A. C. Welling is held by the execu
tive and legislative branches of the Fed
eral Government and the confidence 
placed in him to handle effectively and 
efficiently this important job. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriatley referred. 
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The bill <S. 3517) to authorize the 
Commissioners of the District of Colum
bia to plan, construct, operate, and 
1naintain a sanitary sewer to connect 
the Dulles International Airport with 
the District of Columbia system, intro
duced by Mr. BIBLE, by request, was re
ceivedJ read twice by its title, and refer
red to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

STABILIZATION OF COTTON PRICE 
SUPPORT FOR 1961 CROP 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, as 
many of us here · in the Senate know, 
existing law would allow the Secretary of 
Agriculture to drop cotton price sup
ports to 70 percent of parity in 1961. 

My colleague, the senior Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. HILL] and I have studied 
this matter and we find that farmers 
cannot take such a parity cut. In the 
State of Alabama cotton farmers could 
lose as much as $14 per bale on the 1961 
crop if parity were cut to 70 percent. 

This $14 drop would eliminate or cut 
sharply into profits per bale. Accord
ingly, I am today introducing, for my
iielf and · m.Y colleague, Mr. HILL, a bill 
which would place a floor of 75 percent 
of parity on the 1961 crop and delay 
until 1962 a change from seven-eighth 
'Middling grade as the standard for the 
cotton price support base. 

Under Secretary Benson's policies price 
supports have fallen since 1955 from .90 
percent of parity to 75 percent for 1960 
Choice A cotton. · Further drift toward 
lower prices could lead us into another 
catastrophe like the depression of the 
early 1930's. 

My colleague and I decided to intro
duce this emergency legislation because 
cost of production in recent years has in
creased steadily while the price received 
by the farmer has moved downward. 
~hese conditions could lead to disastrous 
results if supports are lowered further. 

With costs trending upward Alabama 
farmers would have to spend -somewhat 
more than in recent years to make a 1961 
crop and at the same time face the very 
strong possibility that they would make 
approximately $14less per bale. Rising 
costs and further parity cuts would also 
adversely affect cotton farmers in other 
cotton-growing States. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
may be printed in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the bill will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 3520) to stabilize cotton 
price support for the 1961 crop, intro
duced by Mr. SPARKMAN <for himself and 
Mr. HILL) , was received, read twice by 
its title, referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture &Il:d ForestryJ .and ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
..America in Congress assembled, That section 
103 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as 
amended, is amended by changing the figure 
"70" in the s.econd sentence to .. '75". 

SEC. 2. Section 108 ·of the Agricultural 
·Act of 1958 is amended by changing t1le y~ar 
"196l .. In the second sentence to '"1'962". · 

AMENDMENT OF -cOMMUNICATIONS 
ACT OF 1934 RELATING TO COM
MUNITY ANTENNA SYSTEMs
AMENDMENTS 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 

submit a series of amendments, which I 
intend to propose to the bill (S. 2653) to 
amend the Communications Act of 1934 
to establish jurisdiction in the Federal 
Communications Commission ·over com
munity antenna systems, when that bill 
is before the Senate for consideration. I 
ask unanimous consent that the amend
ments be printed in the REcoRD, for the 
.information of the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ments will be receivedJ printed, and lie 
on the table; and, without objection, the 
amendments will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The amendments, submitted by Mr. 
FULBRIGHT, are as follows: 

On the first page, line 8, strike out "pro
grams" and insert in lieu th-ereof "signals". 

On the first page, line 9, strike out "pro
grams" and inseTt in lieu thereof "signals". 

On page 4, line 12, strike out "program 
services" and insert in lieu thereof "signals''. 

On page 6, line 20, strike out .. programs" 
-and insert in lieu thereof "signals". 

On page 6, line 21, strike out "programs" 
and insert in lieu thereof "signals". 

On page 6, line 25, strike out "programs" 
and insert in lieu thereof "signals". 

On page 7, line 3, strike out "programs" 
and insert in lieu thereof "signals". 

On page 7, line 8, strike out "programs" 
and insert in lieu thereof "signals". 

Beginning on page 4, line 25, . strike out 
''significantly facilitate the continued" and 
insert in lieu thereof "facilitate the". 

On page 5, line 7, strike out "continued". 
On page .6. line 11, strike out "continued". 
One page 7, line 11, strike out "in order" 

and insert in lieu thereof "as may be re
quired in the public interest". 

On page 3, line 19, before the period, insert 
a colon and the following: "Provided, 'J:'ha.t 
the Commission may by rule waive the appli
cation of any section .or subsection where it 
shall find that t:Q.e public interest, conven
ience, and necessity will be served thereby". 

AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL DE
FENSE EDUCATION ACT OF 1958-
ADDITlONAL COSPONSORS OF 
BILL 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the names 
·of the Senators from Michigan [Mr. 
HART and Mr: McNAMARA], the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LONG] and the Sen
ator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] be 
added as cosponsors of Senate bill 3481, 
a bill to amend the National Defense 
Education Act of 1958 to provide for 
loans to schoolteachers for summer 
term, where they desire to attend school 
for 3 months in the summer, being less 
than the 9-month term for which loans 
are now available. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? The Chair hears none; and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield to the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 
· Mr. PASTORE. Is my name included 
'On the list as a cosponsor of that bill? 
If not, I should like to ask unanimous 
consent that ~it be included. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the dis
tinguished fienator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PASTORE] be included as a cospon
sor of the bill and that his name appear 
on the bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 
. Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island. 
His interest in education is well known 
in the Senate. Educators have told me 
they believe this amendment would be 
almost as beneficial as the original act 
itself, because teachers' earnings are so 
low that years and years are required to 
enable them to save enough money over 
living expenses to enable them to at
tend school in the summer. Thousands 
of our teachers are quitting the teach
ing profession. In my State about 20 
percent each year are quitting. Statis
tics prove that if they can continue their 
learning they are less likely to quit the 
profession, and by making these loans 
available with a provision for payment 
in 10 years, educators believe many 
teachers who are quitting the profession 
will remain in, because by going to sum
mer school they will increase their learn
ing and they will increase their oppor
tunity to earn more money. At a mini
mal cost I believe this measure will halt 
the flight of teachers from the profes
sion, which is adding greatly to our 
problems. 

In my own State we have 4,000 school
teachers teaching who have only tempo
rary certificates because school officials 
have been unable to get qualified teach
ers to teach. 

Out of the 4,000, hundreds and hun
dreds have had no more education than 
a high school certificate. It is virtually 
impossible in the country areas to get 
qualified teachers because of the low pay. 
This is a measure which will help keep 
teachers in the profession and help 
those who -are not qualified to get some 
training in the summer months to en
able them to better fulfill their duties. 
I think it will he of great benefit to the 
educational process of tbis country. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I am happy to 
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PASTORE]. 

.Mr. PASTORE. I think .the Senator 
has put his finger on the nub of this 
problem. There has been a clamor over 
the years for better qualified school
teachers. This bill will assist in that di
rection. I think our anxiety here should 
not be so much to avoid any exodus of 
schoolteachers from the profession, 
which of course should be stopped, but 
even more important than that is to 
facilitate the continuance of study on 
the part of these teachers into the sum
mer months thus we can promote within 
the community of education a :flow of 
better qualified teachers throughout the 
Nation . 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator. That is what the 
ev.idence we heard in 1958 indicated; 
namely, that some teachers are very 
·able, but·· do not know how to teach, 
whereas other teachers know how to 
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teach but do not know their subject. 
At the present time teachers can get 
a loan, but they must stop teaching for 
9 months. Under the bill the 3 months 
summer session would make them eligi
ble for loans. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE 
RECORD 
On request, and by unanimous con

sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

By Mr. MUNDT: 
Remarks delivered by Senator THURMOND, 

of South Carolina, in making presentation 
of the George Washington Award to Senator 
GoLDWATER, of Arizona, at the annual George 
Washington dinner of American Good Gov
ernment Society on April 30, 1960. 

THIRTY -SIXTH ANNIVERSARY OF 
J. EDGAR HOOVER AS DffiECTOR 
OF FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVES
TIGATION 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, this 

may be a good time to observe the fact 
that today marks the 36th anniversary 
of the beginning of the service rendered 
by J. Edgar Hoover, the very distin
guished leader of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. 

Mr. Hoover has had a singular record 
·indeed, and has contributed so notably 
not only to law enforcement at the Fed
eral level, but to the coordination of law 
enforcement between Federal, local, and 
State authorities. 

I think the occasion can well be ob
served; and I was rather happy to note 
that the Legislature of the State of Illi
nois issued a proclamation to that effect, 
congratulating the distinguished Direc
tor of the FBI on 36 years of very dis
tinguished service. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
proclamation be printed in the RECORD 
as a part of these remarks. 

There being no objection; the procla
mation was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
"PROCLAMATION OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, 

ExECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 

"Whereas J. Edgar Hoover on May 10, 
1960, completes 36 years as Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. De
partment of Justice; and 

"Whereas Mr. Hoover is the outstanding 
man in the field of law enforcement in the 
United States; and 

"Whereas Mr. Hoover has devoted his law 
enforcement career to the improvement of 
conditions in law enforcement throughout 
the United States and in the State of Illi
nois and has continuously worked for the 
utmost cooperation between all law enforce
ment agencies, Federal, State, and local; and 

"Whereas Mr. Hoover has represented a 
bulwark in this Nation against the forces of 
subversion; and 

"Whereas Mr. Hoover's leadership in the 
field of law enforcement has provided an 
inspiring example for the youth of this coun
try, in which youth Mr. Hoover has a deep 
and abiding interest; and 

"Whereas Mr. Hoover, through the Federal 
Bureau o! Investigation has contributed sub
·stantially to the improvement of law en
forcement 1n the State of Dllnols: Now, 
therefore, 

"I, William. G: Stratton, Governor of the 
State of nunois, do hereby · proclaim Tues
day, May 10, 1960, as 'J. Edgar Hoover Day' 
throughout Dlinois, and request the appro
priate observance of the occasion and urge 
all citizens to commemorate Mr. Hoover's 
"36th anniversary as Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Invesrtlgation." 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set 
my hand and caused the great seal of the 
State of nunois to be affiXed. 

Done at the capitol, in the city of Spring
field, this 6th day of May, in the year of our 
Lord 1960, and of the State of Illinois the 
142d. 

WILLIAM Q .. STRATTON, 
Governor. 

By the Governor:· 
CHARLES F. CARPENTIER, 

Secretary of State. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I wish to 

associate myself in the tribute paid to 
Mr. Hoover by the distinguished minority 
leader. Mr. Hoover, in my estimation, is 
one of the great public servants of our 
time. He is a good man. He is a compe
tent man. He personifies all that is pa
triotic in our Nation. He is my neighbor 
and my friend, and I take great pride in 
him. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator 
from New Hampshire. · 

Mr. BRIDGES. I too want to assoc.iate 
myself with the remarks made by the dis
tinguished minority leader and with the 
distinguished majority leader in paying 
tribute to J. Edgar Hoover. I think he is 
one of the outstanding Americans of our 
time. I think he is a great public serv._ 
ant, and I think the· United States of 
America and the free world are better as 
a result of his services. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COT
TON in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Tilinois yield to the Senator from 
Iowa? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, I should like to join in the expres
sions of appreciation for Director J. 
Edgar Hoover, and to approve, so far as 
I am concerned, everything which has 
been said by the minority leader and by 
the majority leader of this body. The 
United States and its security owe a debt 
to the leadership of Mr. Hoover which 
probably can never be fully appreciated 
and can never be repaid. He has stood 
fast against the encroachments of Soviet 
espionage in this country under circum
stances where strong men might have 
faltered because of the periodic castiga
tion which he has received from certain 
elements in this country. Nevertheless, 
he has done his duty as an American 
safeguarding American interests. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. STEN

NIS in the chair). The Senator from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I wish to 
add to the tribute paid to J. Edgar 
Hoover. His service has been. outstand
ing. It is diftlcult to imagine what would 

be the state of the Union were it not for 
the service of J. Edgar Hoover. On this, 
the anniversary of his entering the Fed
eral service, he is entitled to the grati
tude of the American people, and I am 
sure he has it. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, today, 
May 10, 1960, marks the 36th anniver
sary of J. Edgar Hoover as Director of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. It 
is wholly fitting that on this memorable 
occasion the citizens of the United States 
of America pay due homage to Mr. 
Hoover as a public servant whose out
standing work is a monument to his 
competence and to his integrity. 

The story of respect for law in Amer
ica holds a glowing chapter in the career 
of J. Edgar Hoover. It is only necessary 
. to recall the conditions of law enforce
ment in the early 1920's, when he began 
his career, to realize the tremendous 
forward strides which have been made 
since that time in developing the 
strength of enforcement which gives 
meaning to a nation's laws. A" great 
share of credit for that advance must 
go to J. Edgar Hoover, a man who has 
stood like a rock of character and dedi
cation in the face of the most difficult 
pressures and challenges of organized 
crime. 

Under the leadership of Mr. Hoover the 
FBI has grown both in service and in 
stature over the years. It has developed 
enormous and invaluable files of infor
mation about individuals, associations, 
and organizations whose activities re
quire the maximum of awareness and 
vigilance in the public interest, and in 
the security of our Nation. 

The justly famed FBI file of finger
prints has served a vital and ever-ex
panding function in crime detection 
throughout the 50 States. Direct refer
ence to this file has been made available 
to local police, and, through an elaborate 
and highly efficient system of a data proc
essing and communication, essential in
formation is readily transmitted to law 
enforcement agencies in every part of 
America. 

Through the initiative of Mr. Hoover, 
the FBI National Academy was founded, 
and has contributed importantly to the 
unceasing war against crime in the 
United States. In terms of the broader 
international interests of our Nation, the 
work of Mr. Hoover and his agency in 
exposing subversive elements seeking 
the overthrow of our free system of gov
ernment remains ·both a high tribute to 
this distinguishd American, and a source 
of security and reassurance to the 
American people. 

As he embarks upon another year in 
his long and preeminent career in the 
service of law enforcement and national 
security, it is my privilege to join with 
all his fellow citizens in · expressing the 
·Nation's gratitude to Mr. Hoover, and in 
extending heartfelt good wishes for his 
health and happiness. 

LEADERS FAVOR CONNALLY 
RESERVATION REPEAL 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in a 
world of rapid change and recurring 
stresses, the· leadership of the United 



9818 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 10 

States in the strengthening of w.orld law 
has become a matter of paramount im
portance. In this nuclear age more than 
at any other time in the history of the 
civilized world, international law is the 
only realistic and practical way to settle 
differences and disputes among nations. 
It is therefore vital that we should do 
everything in our power to promote an 
intelligent understanding and respect for 
the operation of law. 

Columbia University's Bureau of Ap
plied Social Research recently conducted 
a poll of a sample of persons listed in 
"Who's Who in America" ·to determine 
their attitude with respect to world law. 
Since the discussion over repeal of the 
Connally amendment has raised a ques
tion in the minds of people over the 
opinions held by many American leader.s 
on world law, it seems to me that the re
sults nf this poll would be significant. 

A .summary of the results of the poll 
was prepared by the .bureau of applied 
social research on April 4. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
questionnaire and the ·summary printed 
.in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
WORLD LAw MAIL SUli.VEY REvEALs SUPPORT 

lJY "WHO'S WHo~• LISTEES FOR U.N. CHAR
TER REVISION 
OVer .half of a nationwide cross section of 

prominent Americans who responded to a 
ma.il survey favor the enactment of enforc
ible world law under a revlsed U.N. Charter, 
according to the findings of a recent study 
conducted by Columbia University's Bureau 
of Applied Soclal Research. 

The study of ·"Who's Who" listees also in
-dicates that prominent Americans tend to 
favor a proposal .tor the United States to 
grant compulsory jurisdiction to the Inter
national Court of Justice, 1n disputes arising 
between the United States and other coun
trtes over international lssues. 

The study was conducted for the Pierce 
Butler, Jr. Poundation for Edueatlon tn 
World L&w. Dr. DaVid .L. Bills., the bureau's 

. director of research, announced the results 
of the survey. 

The Pierce Butler, Jr. Foundation was 
founded in 1957 to "encourage,, through edu
cation, a widespread understanding of man
kind's common interest in a peaceful world 
government by law." One of the .founda
tion's purposes is to encourage research; the 
"world law poll" was sponsored by a special 
committee of prominent Americans consist
ing of Harrison S. Brown, professor of geo
chemistry, california Institute of Technol
ogy; Henry B. Cabot, presid·ent, board of trus
i;ees, Boston Symphony Orchestra; Norman 
Cousins, editor, the Staturday Review; 
OBcar H&mmerstetnn, librettist; Rev. Donald 
.Szantho Harrington, minister, the COmmu
nity Church of New York; Paul G. Hoffman, 
chairman, Hoffman Specia1ty Manufacturing, 
Co.; Arthur N. Holcombe, professor emeritus, 
Harvard University, chairman, commission 
to study the organization of peace; Arthur 
Larson, director, world rule Df law center, 
Duke University; the Honorable Herbert H. 
Lehman; A. J. G . .Priest; professor of law, 
University of Virginia; Walter P. 'Reuther_, 
vice president, AFL-CIO; Charles s. Rbyne, 
former president, American Bar Association; 
and Louis B. Sohn, professor of law, Harvard 
Law School; former Senator Balph Flanders. 

A questionnaire was sent to two -samples 
of persons l1sted tn the 19.58-59 edition of 
"Who's Who in :America": One sample, of 
1,050, constituting a national crOSB .section 
of Who's Who llstees; the other, of 2* per
'110D8, from -selected occupations. 

The inquiry, conducted ln. March and 
April 1959, and which was directed by Bu
reau Staff Member E. David Nasatlr, had two 
objecti:\res. rt sought, .first, to show how the 
opinions of prominent persons toward two 
proposals for world law., as a means of pre-

-venting future wars, might be !'elated · to 
their beliefs concerning the likelihood of 
war, the policies of the Soviet Union toward 
.other countries and the desirability of 
strengthening the United Nations. The 
study also sought to relate occupation, place 
.of residence, .and other social attributes to 
world law views. 

The two world law proposals differ in 
their central features: Proponents of one 
proposal-the enforcible world law plan
assume that serious danger of war will prob
ably continue to exist untll both world law 
to prevent war, and the means to enforce it, 
are established. They have advocated that 
the United Nations be given a broad range 
of new powers for war prevention, including 
the authority both to decide disputes be
tween nations in U.N. courts of law and to 
malntain a world police force to enforce the 
courts' decisions. The second proposal, the 
World Court plan, seeks to have particular 
nations-the United States, for example, 1n 
its relations with other countries-grant 
compulsory authority to the International 
Court of Justice (the World Court) over dis
putes which do not involve the domestic 
affairs of either contending party. The pro
ponents of this plan argue that the Court's 
effectiveness 1s impaired because the United 
States and other nations reserve the right 
to decide which disputes they wlll submit 
to ·the Court's jurisdiction. 

Dr. Sills emphasized that the survey's find
ings--the major highlights of which are out
lined below-should not be regarded as 
necessarily representative of the viewB of all 
prominent p.ersons in Who's Who; this limi
tation of the inquiry's results-characteristic 
of most opinion studies which use mall ques
tionnaires-ls attributable largely to the fact 
that not an Who's Who listees to whom ques
tionnaires were sent returned them. 

Some principal results of the study :are: 
1. Individuals who favor the EWL (en

forcible world law) plan are by and large 
the same people 'Who favor the World Court 
_proposal_; and individuals who oppose the 
Jlrst tend to oppose the second. 

2. Relatively few individuals feel that "the 
practical chances will be at least fair"' for 
the world's countries to reach agreement 
on either proposal "within 20 years." 

3. Asked their beliefs about the chances 
that the Communist countries :might be in
.fiuenced toward enforcible world law "if 
the noncommitted Asian-African nations 
strongly favored" it, most respondents who 
favor the EWL plan replied tbat the Com
munists would "definitely',' or "probably" be 
influenced; most of those who oppose lt re
plied that the Communists would ••probably 
:not" be influenced. 

4. Asked iio indicate which of three dif~ 
ferent views about Russia's intentions most 
closely approximated their own, 78 percent 
of all respondents cbose the statement: 

"The Soviet U.nion :1s basically aggressive, 
and •is likely to continue trying to bring 
more countries under Its control throughout 
our lifetime:" 

(other statements, abbreviated here, were 
"aggressive today, but .will probably stop as 
the years go by" and "'not yeally aggressive, 
only appear so at times .tor 'fear of attack 
from Western countries.") 

5. Beliefs about the imminence of .a new 
war are not closely linked to viewpoints 
about enforcible world law. Individuals who 
think that a major war involving lvge-scale 
llSe of nucle.a.r weapons has at least a 5o
·50 chance of occurring :w'ith.in the ne~t iO 
years wer-e oompa.red, on their vie'\vpc;)lnte 
toward the .EWL plan, with re.pondents w.bo 
think that a new war is not likely. The 

,former favor the EWL plan -slightly more 
often than the l&tter. 

6 . .Physicians, educators, and clergymen 
most .often favor either plan; lawyers, busi
ness executives, writers}edltors, and social 
scientists least often favor either one. (Dif
ferences between the two · groups are not 
extreme.) Younger respondents (48 years 
and younger) are far more inclined than 
older ones to favor either plan. Viewpoints 
toward the two proposals do not vary appre
ciably from one region of the country to 
another. 

Findings in the preceding summary are 
based on cross-tabulations too extensive to 
be presented here (although included in a 
report to the Pierce Butler, Jr., Foundation). 
Following are breakdowns of replies to most 
of the separate items in the questionnaire. 
At the end is a breakdown of viewpoints 
toward enforcible world law, obtained by 
analyzing sveral questionnaire items simul
taneously (as described in the report to the 
foundation). 

1. What do you think the chances are that 
a major war, involving large-scale use of nu
clear weapons, will occur in the next 10 
years? 

Percent 
Likely--~------------~--------------- 6 
A 50-50 possibility-------------------- 32 
Not likely-------------- ------------- 57 
No opinion (or did not answer)________ _5 

Total--------------------------- 100 
NoTE.-Equa1s 575 respondents. 

2. Do you think that in the next 10 years 
a limited war, say on the scale o.f the Korean 
conflict, is likely? 

Percent 
Likely-----------------~------------- '33 
A 50-50 possibilitY-----------~-------- 45 
Not likely - --------------------------- 15 
No opinion (or did not answer)------- 7 

Total-----------------.--------- 100 
3. The .following statements reflect differ

ent viewpoints about Russia's intentions. 
Which one of the three statements most 
closely approximates your own view? 

Percent 
The Soviet Union is "basically aggres

sive," and 1s likely to continue trying . 
to bring more countries under its con-
trol throughout our lifetime________ 78 

Russia is "aggressive today," but will 
probably stop trying to extend lts con
trol to other countries as the years go 
by--------------------------- ------ 16 

The Soviets are "not really aggressive;'' 
but only .appear so at times because 
they fear attack from the Western 
countries---------------------------- 3 

No opinion (and did not answer)------ 3 

Total--------------------------- 100 
4. Of the following four statements about 

the best way for the United States to treat 
disputes with Russia, which one comes clos
'est to your own view? 

Percent 
The United States, while avoiding risks 

to nation.al security, .should "seek out 
_ every opportunity" to negotiate 

with Russia------------------------- 29 
The Unlted States, should remain will-

ing :to negotiate "insofar as Russia 
shows good faith"---------------.:.~- 43 

"Only where U.S. strength is Juch" that 
Russia could not hope 'to gain by 
breaking its word should the United 
States conslder negotiating_________ 23 

'The United States .should «avoid ne
gotiating" with Russia_______________ 2 

No oplnlon (and did not answer)----- 3 

~otal--------------------------- 100 
5. Are there any steps which you .feel 

mould be taken, now or within the next 5 
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years, to .. strengthen the United N.&tionsN 
8.8' an agency for th& preven:tton of war2 

Percent 
Yes----------------------------------- 52 
NO---------------------------------- 18 
No opinion (and did not answer)------ 30 

Total--------------------------- 100 
6. Several long-range proposals to elimi

nate the threat a!' war have been advanced 
in recent years. One plan is to strengthen 
the International Court of Justice (the 
World Court) now at: The Hague, and to 
have branches in different regions. 

Its authoz:s reason that, to rule out war, 
there must be machinery to settle interna
tional disputes peacefully, under law. Today, 
the World Court cannot fulfill this purpose, 
because nations now decide voluntarily to 
submit their disputes to the Court's juris
diction-and few nations have done so. 

Under this proposal,.. particular nations: 
would agree to submit to the Court, on a 
compulsory rather than voluntary basis, 
certa.in. types: o! serious disputes:-over inter
national~ but not over domestic. matters-
arising between them. 

For each situation below:· Do you think 
the United States should or should not 
grant compulsory jurisdiction to the. World 
Court. over disputes arising between the 
United States and the other nation shown, 
1! that country is prepared to do the same? 

OVer disputes between the United States· 
and a NATO country: Percent 

Should-------------------------------- 65. 
Should not---------------------------- 21 
No opfnion____________________________ 14 

9'~ A second kl:ng:-ran~ proposal is: to re
vise the: trnited Nations Chal!ter to give the 
U.N. sufficient powers to insure the security 
o! every nation under a. sys.tem of enfor.ci
bie. world raw. 

The authors.. o! this plan reason that the 
threat of war- cannot be overcome unlesS' 
there is. both a system a! world law and the 
means ta enf0rce. it .. 

Suppose the rarge majority o! nations, in,
cluding the Western and Com.mumiSt coun
tries,. were holding talks to consider estab
lishment of world law under a new charter 
and ways to make it work. 

For each of the following, which would you 
feel the U.N. should and which should it not 
begfven the power to do? 

1. Raise dependable revenues !or mainte-· 
nance of U.N. agencies by taxation of' each 
member nation. 

Percent 
Should have power to________________ 73 
Should not---------------------------- 14 
No opinion (and did not answer)------ I3 

Total--------------------------- 100 
2.. Control exploration of out.er space and 

prevent its use for· military; purposes by 
nations. · 

Peraent 
Should have power to________________ 70 
Should not------------------------ 12 
NO. opinion (did not answer)-~·--·----- 1a 

Total------------------------ IOO 

3. Decide disputes; between nations, in 
U.N. courts of Iaw· (or in the World Court, 
The Hague) • 

Percent. 
TotaL-------------------------- 100 Should have po.wer to______________ 76 

OVer disputes between the United States- Should :n:ot__, ____ ·------------------ l<I 
and a · "noncommitted'~ Asian or Mrican No opinion (and did not answer)____ 14. 
country, having no military pact with either 
the Umted States or Russia.? 

Percent: 
Should-------------------------------- 56 
Should not---------------------- 27· 
No opinion------------------------- 17 

,;otar ___________________________ 100 

Over disputes between. the. United States 
and a Cbmmunist country: Percent 

Should---.-------------------------·-- 44 
Should not-----·------------------ 37 
No opinion-----------------------·---- 19 

Total __________________________ 100 

7. When do you think the practical chances 
will be at least fair that the d.tifexent non
Communist countries (includlng the United 
States) will be willing to give the World 
Court compulsory authority to settle dis
putes arising among themselves? 

Percent 
Within 5 years------------------------ 6 
a to 20---------------------------- 27 
More than 20---------------------- 9. 
Probably never----------------------- 10 
Iinposs-ible to estimate; too many 

factors involved--------------------- 39 
No opinion (and did not answer)------ 9 

Total-------------------------- tao 
8. When do you think:thepractical chances 

will b'e at least !air that the different non
Communist and Communist countrtes will be 
wllling to grant the World Court- compulsory 
authority to settle disputes between them? 

Percent 
W:ithin.5 years-----·------------------- 1 
Five to 20---------------------------- 11 
More than 20------------------------- 10 
Probably never------------------------ 27· 
Impossible to estimate; wo many factors' in:volve.d _________________________ .___ 4a 

TO~--------------------- 100 

4. Have a. pollee force._ to enforce. the 
Court's decisions. 

Perce;nt-
Should have power to-_______________ 68 

Should not----------------------- Ht 
No opinion (and did not answer}----- 16 

Total ________________________ _ roo 
. 5:. lm.plement a plan to achieve and en

force total disarmament of. every nation 
(except; for small arms carried b:y: Ioca.l 
pollee). 

Percent 
Should ha.ve power to______________ 5a 
Should no'L---~------------------ 26 
No opinion. (and did not answer!----- 21 

Total------------------------ 100-

6. Open membership in the U.N. to ali 
nations. 

Percent 
Should' have power to---------------- 59 
Should not__________________________ 24 
No- opinion (mnd did not answer)----- 17 

Total-------------------------- 100 

7. Abolish the -v:eto within the U.N~ 
Percent 

Sh-ould have power to_______________ 68 

Should not------------------------- 15 
No opinion (and did not answer)----- l'l 

Total-------------------------- 100 

8. Apply world law to individuals as well 
as nations. 

Percent 
Should have power tO----------------- 29 
ShGuld no:t'--------------------------- 42. 
Nu opinion. (and. did. not answer}------- 29 

Total--------------------------- 100 

em and Communist. countries might. agree 
on a system. o! world law, incorporating those . 
poin:ta yo.u marked ·"Should" in question 9? 

Percent 
Within 5 years·----------------------- 2 
5 to 20--------------------------------- 22 
!4ore than 20------------------------- 21 
Probably ne;ver ------------------------- 14 
Impossible to estimate; too many !ac-

tors involved------------------------ 38 
N.o opinion (and did not: answer)------- 3 

Total--------------------------- 100 
li. if the noncommitted Asian-African 

nations strongly favored a. system o! world 
law, and were willing to join the Western 
countries in establishing it,_ do you think 
their atti'tude would Infiuence the Comtnu
nist countries toward acceptance?· 

Percent 
Yes, definitelY--------------------- 7 
Yes, probablY--------------------- 39 
No, probably noL----------·---·------- 42 
No opinion (and did not answer)----- 12 

Total--------------------------- 100 
12. Do you think the, u:.s. Government 

should or should. not' advance apecific pro
posals to establish a. system o! en:for.cible 
world law at this time? 

Percent Should____________________________ 66 
Should not------------------------ 22 
No opinion (and did not: answer}------ 12 

TotaL ____________________ 100 

13. u · you answered ''Should'' .. how much 
importance do you attach personally to 
whether the Uni.ted. stat.es actually does ad
vance such proposals, say within the. next 
10 yea.Fs? 

Percent 
It.'s essential for: the United states. to dOl 

this-----------~---------------·--- 57 
It's not essential, but it is quite. im,-

port·ant----------------------------- 37 
The United States should do tll1si- but 

it's not too important:_ __________ ,____ 4 
It doesn't really make much d:itrerence__ 1 
No answet: ___ . --------------------- 1 

Total ___________________________ 100 

NoTE.-Equals 379 respondents instead o! 
5'll7 as in previous questions· 

14. A typology of viewpoints toward en
forcible world law: Obtained by combining 
replies to questions 9 and 12 as explained in 
chapter III of the report. to the Pierce Butler, 
J'r." Foundation. 

Percent 
1. Approve o! the enforcible world law · 

plan--------------------------- 54 

Approve in full; :ravor a;ll 8 U.N. 
powers---------------------------- 16 

Approve with limitations; favor 
most powers-------------------- 38 

2. Misconstrue the EWL concept ______ _ 
3. Express no viewpoint toward enforc

ible world laW------------------~-
4. Not opposed in principle, but don't 

want United. States to advance 
EWL proposals noW---------------

5~ Disapprove in principle ____________ _ 

Disapprove with exceptions; re-
ject most powers-______________ _ 

Disapprove in full; reject all 8 
powers ______________ . ___ .:. __ . ____ _ 

13 

8 

17 
8 

6 

2 

Total------------------------ 100 
NoTE.-Equars 575 respondents. 

RUMANIA INDEPENDENCE DAY 
No apfmo:m. ('and did not answer)----- 9 

10>. When da you think. the practical Mr. .fA VITS. Mr. President, on the 
Total _______ _; ______ ._______ 100; chanc.es will be- at least fair tha:t the West- eve oi tke sum.hl.i.t. con:fereiWe it is well 
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to remember the nations held captive 
under Communist tyranny whose strug
gle for freedom goes on. One of these 
nations is Rumania, whose people today 
commemorate the independence from the 
Ottoman Empire proclaimed on May 10, 
1877. 

America's ties with the people of Ru
mania are based on a strong sympathy 
for their national aspirations. Decades 
of Communist rule have not succeeded in 
crushing their hope for liberty and free
dom from Communist oppression, which 
we firmly support. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a proclamation by 
Gov. Nelson A. Rockefeller, of New York, 
naming May 10, 1960, as Rumanian 
Independence Day. 

There being no objection, the procla
mation was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
"PROCLAMATION OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK, 

EXECUTIVE CHAMBER, ALBANY 

"On May 10, 1877, the people of Rumania 
proclaimed their independence of the Otto
man Empire, and confirmed their freedom 
on the field of battle. The accomplished 
fact was ratified by the Congress of Berlin 
in 1878, recognized by the powers of Europe 
and eventually also by our own Government. 
"Four years later, also on May 10, Charles I 
was crowned King of Rumania. 

"Americans of Rumanian descent under
standably have a warm feeling for that day, 
and revere it both as commemoration of the 
past and as a symbol for the future: Now, 
therefore 

"I, Nelson A. Rockefeller, Governor of the 
State of New York, do hereby proclaim May 
10, 1960, as 'Rumanian Independence Day' in 
New York State, and I urge cooperation in 
its observance." 

Given under my hand and the privy. seal 
of the State at the capitol in the city of 
Albany this 28th day of April in the year 
of our Lord 1960. 

NELSON A. ROCKEFELLER. 
By the Governor: 

WILLIAM J. RONAN, 
Secretary to the Governor. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, today, 
May 10, is celebrated as Rumanian Inde
pendence Day. 

More than 17 million Rumanians con
stitute one of the largest nationality 
groups in the Balkans. These splendid 
and courageous people have had the mis
fortune to suffer under oppressive alien 
regimes during most of modern times. 
In point of fact, they were obliged to 
struggle hard and fight continuously in 
defense of their freedom throughout 
their long history. 

Late in the 15th century Rumania was 
overrun and conquered by the Ottoman 
Turks, and for centuries Rumanians lived 
under the rule of cruel Ottoman sultans. 
For several centuries they endured the 
almost unbearable yoke of these alien 
rulers, but they succeeded in maintain
ing their traditional national beliefs and 
ideals. In the middle of the last cen
tury they had their chance to attain 
their goal of independence, and after 
the conclusion of the Crimean War in 
1856 they regained a considerable meas
ure of autonomy under the guarantee 
of the great powers of Europe. Years 
later, during the Russo-Turkish War of 
1877-78, they again saw their chance 

· and seized upon the occasion by declaring 
their independence on May 10, 1877. 

This bold initiative culmlnated in the · 
founding of the Rumanian kingdom 
in 1881. 

We all are familiar with the present 
fate of the courageous people of Ru
mania. Locked behind the Iron Curtain 
of Communist tyranny, they stand de
prived of the great gift of freedom which 
had been won with their blood and sac
rifice. On this, the day of commemora
tion in the sacred history of their liberty, 
let us pledge never to forget the plight 
of the Rumanian people so long as the 
gates of oppression are closed upon them. 
Indeed, let us renew our pledge and our 
efforts to work for the ultimate deliver
ance which they yearn for and which 
they so richly deserve. 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD, a brief statement which I 
have prepared on the Rumanian Inde
pendence Day, which is being commem
orated today, May 10. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BEALL 

On May 10, 1881, King Carol was crowned 
King of United Rumania, and since that 
time May 10 has been observed as the day 
of the founding of the Rumanian king
dom, or Rumanian Independence Day. 

After the conclusion of the Crimean War, 
the Rumanian people regained their auton
omy with the guarantee of sovereignty by 
the great powers of Europe. But the in
dependence of the nation was comparatively 
short lived; Rumania came under the Com
munists, and today 17 million Rumanians 
live in their homeland under Communist 
totalitarian rule. This day is observed by 
Rumanians throughout the world, and espe
cially by Rumanians living in America, but 
it is not observed in Rumania itself. The 
Communist rulers of that country have for
bidden any public observance of this his
toric date which is so important in the 
hearts of Rumanians. This is part of the 
Communist plan to extinguish freedom. 

However, the Communist rule cannot ex
tinguish the observance of this day in the 
hearts and minds of the Rumanian people. 
Despite Communist repression, the Ruman
ian people's resolute courage and steadfast 
faith in freedom continues unbroken. 

Our Nation is proud of the many persons 
of Rumanian descent among its popUlation. 
They have contributed substantially to our 
cUlture and industry, and are among our 
most responsible citizens. 

Let us here in the Senate--and all Amer
icans-renew the historic bonds of ·friend
ship with the liberty-loving Rumanian peo
ple, and pray that the day will soon come 
when the people of that nation may again 
live in freedom and independence. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the 
American people have never forgotten 
the countries which lie behind the Iron 
Curtain. Their tragic slavery under 
Communist domination stirs the moral 
conscience of all Americans. Today, 
marks the independence day of once free 
Rumania. 

Mr. President, it gives me great pleas
ure to join with all Americans of Ru
manian descent and the Rumanians now 
behind the Iron curtain in observing the 
anniversary of Rumanian independence 
which was won on May 10, 1877. 

Today, the proud people of this tragic 
land live under the crushing burden of 
Soviet rule. The Red tyranny is op-

pressive and cruel, but we know . the · 
spirit of freedom and national pride 
still glows in the hearts of its citizenry. 
Continued passive resistance to Com
munist objectives is acknowledged even 
by the oppressors. 

On this occasion, we pay tribute to 
the courage and sturdiness of Rumanian 
patriots who stand steadfast for inde
pendence, and although they cannot 
openly commemorate this anniversay, 
we know their hearts are filled with de
votion and love for their past liberties. 

Let us assume the Rumanian people 
that they are not forgotten and that our 
prayer is the hope that not in the too
far-distant future, Rumanians will again 
be privileged to openly observe their day 
of independence and will be free from 
Communist domination. 

BIRTHDAYS OF REPRESENTATIVES 
EMANUEL CELLER AND JOHN TA
BER OF NEW YORK 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish 

to join with others of my colleagues in 
commemorating the birthdays of EMAN
UEL GELLER, of New York, and JOHN 
TABER, of New York, respectively, our 
senior Democrat and Republican in the 
New York State congressional delega
tion. The depth of my affection for 
these men has been one of the great 
pleasures of my congressional career. 

EMANUEL CELLER, though of the other 
party from mine, has joined with me 
and I with him in many struggles in the 
House of Representatives, especially for 
civil rights and civil liberties. His de
votion to the best possible relations be
tween the United States and Israel, and 
the great meaning of that objective to 
so many of our people in New York, are 
very well known. I pay him the highest 
tribute today for the many years of 
honorable service, in which he has 
fought many fights so worthwhile for 
our country, no matter what might 
be our differences on policy which have 
arisen in the interim. 

As to Mr. JoHN TABER, there are few 
who are as useful to our country. At his 
present ripe age of 80, his keen sense 
of protection of the financial situation of 
the country is legendary in the House of 
Representatives, and indeed, in the 
United States. Our Nation owes him a 
great debt of gratitude, and I hope no 
one will be confused by particular ques
tions of policy when they are compared 
to the enormous service JOHN TABER has 
rendered to our country as a watchdog 
of the Treasury. I also pay tribute to 
the warmth of personality of Mr. TABER, 
whose friendship I have enjoyed dur
ing all the years since I first came to 
the House of Representatives. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
ident, like the distinguished senior Sen
ator from New York, I, too, served in the 
llouse of Representatives for many years, 
and among my most precious memories 
are my associations over there. I wish 
to applaud and associate myself with the 
tribute the Senator has paid to his col
league from New York, Mr. CELLER. He 
is an enlightened legislator and a dili
gent· Member of Congress. He is always 
·affable and fair and considerate of those 
with whom he may disagree. I am very 
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proud of his friendship and of the op
portUnity I have had to work with him 
on various matters since I have come to 
the Senate. 

I would not want the record to be 
closed without paying tribute to my 
friend JOHN TABER. I do not know of 
any man in government who has 
worked more insistently and diligently 
and determinedly to save the taxpayers 
money than has JOHN TABER. I have not 
always shared the viewPOint he has ex
pressed in conference committees and in 
subcommittees and on the fioor, but I 
have always known that he is an honest 
man and that he believes in the view
point- he expresses. He never pulls 
punches, and he always exercises a good 
influence on Congress. I am happy that 
he has been privileged to serve a great 
State in a great body. The people of 
America have benefited from that serv
ice. Therefore- I join in wishing him a 
happy: birthday, and express the hope 
that he will enjoy many more. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I am very 
grateful to the majority leader. New 
York State can be justly proud of these 
two men when they rate the kind of 
tribute which has just been paid them 
by the distinguished majority leader. 

RUSSIAN ESPIONAGE IN THE 
UNITED STATES 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, there 
is a great uproar around the world at the 
discovery that the Armed Forces defend
ing the free world against the onslaught 
of Communist tyranny employ espionage 
as part of this defense. 

The Red dictator, Nikita S. Khru
shchev, expresses a great moral distress 
at this discovery. Some of our allies- pro
fess to be dismayed that we use intelli
gence agents to gather intelligence re
garding the plans. of an enemy who has 
brayed out that he intends to "bury us." 

It is not for me at this time to dwell 
on what is presently occurring in this 
area, but I should like to explore what 
the headwaters of this problem really 
are, and· to relate some of the disclosures 
and reports of the Internal Security Sub
committee which have been recorded 
through the years, and which are well 
documented. 

Where are the headwaters of this 
problem, Mr. President? The answer to 
that question has been overfiowing into 
the record all over the world for the past 
4.3 years. Let me give a few summaries 
from that record. 

I quote first from the Second Report of 
the Subcommittee on Internal Security 
of March 22, 1954~ on "Activities of U.S. 
Citizens Employed by the United Na
tions": 

On December 13, 1917, Lenin's handful of 
Bolsheviks, who had just seized. the govern
ment of Russia, appropriated 2 milUon ru
bles for the needs of the revolutionary Inter
nationalist movement. Here is the language 
of the ofticial ordinance as publislled in the 
Gazette of the Tem.porary Workers and Peas
ants Government, December 13, 1917, and 
furnished to the Senalte Foreign Relations 
Committee by Secretary of State Charles 
Evans Hughes: 

"The Soviet of Peoples Commissars con
siders it· nece.ssary to comes forth With all 

aid, including flnancla:l aid, to th:e assfstimc&
of the lett, international wing of the work
ers movement- of all countries, entirely. re-
gardless whether those countries are at waz 
with Russia, or in an alilance, or whether 
they retain their neutrality ... 

This was the original declaration of revo
lution against the civilized governments of 
the world. It was an ofticial stat_ement. It 
was implemented slso by Moscow-inspired 
revolutionary activity on every continent of 
the globe. 

In 1920, Woodrow Wilson's Secretary of 
State, Bainbridge Colby, looked at the plain 
facts of Communist activity, which were vis
ible everywhere then, as they are now, and 
arrived a,t this conclusion: 

"The existing regime in Russia is based 
upon the negation of every principle o! 
honor and good faith. • • • The responsible 
leaders of the regime have frequently and 
openly boasted that they are willing to sign 
agreements and undertakings with foreign 
powers while not having the slightest in
tention of observing such undertakings or 
carrying out such agreements. 

"They ha-ve made it quite plain that they 
intend to use every means, includln~ of 
course. diplomatic agencies, to promote such 
revolutionary mo-vements in other countries. 

"Inevitably, therefore, the diplomatic serv
ice of the Bolshevist Government would be
come a channel for intrigues and the propa
ganda of revolt aga.i:nst the institutions and 
laws of countries, with which it was at 
peac.e.'' 

In 1921, the British Government granted 
de facto recognition to the Soviet Govern
ment by means of a trade agreement. The 
agreement provided for the prohibition of 
Bolshevik propaganda 1n Great Britain. 
Only 2 short years later, Britain threatened 
to terminate that agreement because So
Viet agents were· spreading- anti-British 
propaganda In Afghanistan, Persia, and 
India. 

In 1924, regardless of what- had already 
happened, Britain g,ranted the U.S.S.R. de 
jure recognition. Three years later it ter
minated both the trade agreement and rec~ 
ognition because the Soviet diplomatic serv
ice in Great Britain was acting as a. ''chan
nel for intrigues and the propaganda of re
volt," precisely as our American Secretary of 
State had predicted 7 years before ("Trends 
in Russian Foreign Policy", pp. 5, 7, 8, 10). 

In 1924, China and the u:s.s.R. estab
lished "normar• diplomatic relations. Under 
the treaty each country was to refrain from 
spreading propaganda against the Institu
tions of the other. Three years later China 
broke off relations because the. Soviet diplo
matic service, once mora was ac.ting as a 
channel for intrigues and the propaganda of 
revort (ibid., pp. 8, 10, 11). 

In 1924, Mexico recognized the U.S.S.R. 
In 1930, Mexfco withdrew that recognition 
(ibid., pp. 9, 11). 

In 1926 Uruguay recognized the U.S.S.R. 
In 1935, Uruguay withdrew that recogni
tion, charging Communist activity in Uru
guay and elsewhere in South America (ibid., 
pp. 9, 15). 

Despite this record of Soviet perfidy, 
the· United States extended diplomatic 
recognition to the Soviet Government in 
1933 after an exchange of letters be
tween President Roosevelt and Maxim 
Litvinov, Soviet Foreign Minister, in 
which Lit.vinov pledged that the Soviet 
Union would: 

( 1) respect the United States and refrain 
from interference in the internal affairs of 
the United States or Its territories or pos
sessions, 

(2) refrain from any propaganda, or acts 
t01 disturb the tranquillity, prosperiti, orde:r 
or security of the United States, 

(a) prevent. the formation.. of any group , 
on SoYiet- soU, which has tlle aim of over-

throwing the politica.l or social order of the 
wllole or any part of the United States. 

This was the first agreement the Soviet 
Union ever signed with the United 
States~ It was violating the agreement 
at the very moment that Litivinov was 
putting his signature to it, it has never 
ceased to violate this agreement, and it is 
still violating this agreement today, 27 
years after it was sfgned. 

Now I will continue with excerpts from 
the Internal Security Subcommittee doc
ument on "Soviet Political Agreements 
and Results." 

In 1945 the Soviet Government was still 
our ally, in the war to establish the prin
ciples of the Atlantic Charter. In September 
of that year, Igor Gousenko, a Soviet diplo
mat, went to the Canadian Government with 
documents which ·caused an immediate in
vestigation by a specially appointed Cana
dian Royal Commission. When that investi
gation was concluded, the Royal Commission 
found: 

"There exists in Canada a fifth column 
organized and directed by Russian agents in 
Canada and in Russia" (the report of the 
Royal Commission, p. 685). 

"Members of the staff of the Russian Em
bassy at ottawa were actively engaged in 
inadmissible espionage activities" (ibid., p. 
686). . 

The Royal Commission also stated: 
"So far as the evidence discloses, ' the first 

head or- the Military Intelligence espionage 
system in Canada after the arrival of the 
Soviet Minister was Sergei N. Koudriavtzev, 
whose official title was First Secretary of the 
Legation [later Etnbassy]'.- (ibid., p. 15). 

"Major Sokolov, on his arrival in Ottawa 
in 1942, began to reform the previous- organi
zation, and was directed by Molier, who has 
been identified as one Mikhailev, an ofticial 
of the Soviet Consulate in New York who 
came to Canada for that purpose" (ibid., p. 
15). 

On October 28, 1953, Ismail Ege, for
mer chief of the Fourth Section of So
viet Military Intelligence, appeared be
fore the subcommittee. He testified that 
the General Staff Intelligence Depart
ment of the Soviet Union used interna
tional bodies to conduct espionage. He 
proved his point by showing that Sergei 
Koudriavtzev, who had been head of the 
Red spy apparatus in Canada, later 
joined the Soviet delegation to the 
United Nations. 

Let us also remember, Mr. President, 
that Judith Coplon's espionage partner, 
Valentin Gubitchev, was attached to the 
Soviet delegation to the United Nations. 
He was caught redhanded, in company 
wfth Coplon herself, and found guilty, 
but the U.S. Government returned him 
to the Soviet Union instead of sending 
him to prison. 

On May 12, 1949, Kirill Mikhailovich 
Alexesv, who had been attached to the 
Soviet Embassy in Mexico, told the sub
committee that "all responsible workers 
of a Soviet Embassy are members of the 
secret intelligence service of the Soviet 
Government." 

In 1951 the Special Committee on Un
Filipino Activities of the Philippine 
Government found that ''the Communist 
Party is the vanguard of the Soviet 
Union here; its border patrol on Filipino 
shores.' .. 

In 1955, an Australian Royal Commis
sion found that there had been operating 
out of the 5ovfet Embassy in Canberra, 
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a Soviet spy apparatus of the same kind matched by intensified Communist espionage 
that was discovered in Canada. Vlad- efforts in the United States. Using black
imir Petrov, the defector from the em- mail, bribery, and similar techniques, Com
bassy who uncovered this apparatus, munist agents, many with diplomatic im-

munity, are stepping up their efforts to 
made a memorable statement about his obtain our military, scientific, and indus
country's espionage activities. Here is trial secrets for use against us. 
what he said-as quoted in the Internal 
security subcommittee Annual Report Mr. Hoover intently analyzed the 17th 
for 1957: National Convention of the Communist 

Party, U.S.A., which was held in Decem-
Espionage is a distinct and principal Soviet ber 1959. The Subcommittee on Inter

industry. This must be so; because the So-
viet Union, alone of all the great powers, nal Security published his findings. 
regards itself as being in ,a continuous and . Here is a part of what he said: 
chronic state of covert warfare with the The ' party will remain in the future-as 
whole world outside the borders of the Com- it has been in the past--an obedient slave 
munist empire. And conspiratorial tech- of Moscow. No new personalities were 
niques are natural to a regime that seized brought into t;he party's top leadership. 
power and maintains power by conspiratorial Rather, leadership is today exercised by the 
methods. Soviet espionage has reaped a rich same corps of hardened, disciplined, veteran 
harvest · by such methods, especially ag~inst Communists who feel that Moscow repre
friendly and unsuspecting countries. sents the final goal of all of mankind's hopes. 

I read now from the Internal Security So-called rightwing Communists are not rep-
resented. They have either voluntarily re

SUbcommittee publication, -"Soviet Po- signed in complete disillusionment or been 
litical Agreements and Results," a staff coldbloodedly purged. 
study published in 1959: The Communist conspiracy in America to-

May 10, 1948: costa Rica broke relations day is led by a man who has openly boasted 
with the U.S.S.R., because the Costa Rican that he was willing to take up arms and fight 
Communist Party with the help of interna- to overthrow our form of Government. Hall 
tiona! communism had taken control of the · was convicted in Minneapolis, Minn., in 1934, 
government, which provoked a civil war. in connection with a riot there when he 

was a member of the Young Communist 
The same document tells us, Mr. Presi- League. During his trial he testified as 

dent, that Brazil, Chile, Cuba, Venezuela, follows: , 
Israeli, Australia, Guatemala, and Iraq "Question. But you would prefer the Rus-
have all suspended diplomatic relations sian-you would prefer to be in R.ussia? 
with the U.S.S.R. since World War II. "Answer. I prefer America with a Soviet 

Government. 
The same document tells us that: "Question. And you are willing to fight and 

The Canadian Government ordered home overthrow this Government? 
G. F. Popov, Second secretary of the Soviet "Answer. Absolutely. , 
Em.ba.ssy, because he was engaged in "Question. And you are willing to take up 
espionage. arms and overthrow the constituted authori-

The United Nations ordered home Viktor ties? 
Invanovich Petrov, a Russian employee of "Answer. When the time comes, 'Yes.'" 
its secretariat, because he was engaged in 
espionage. 

Last summer, Alexander Urevitch 
Kaznachoev fled from his post in the 
Soviet Embassy in Rangoon and took 
refuge in the U.S. Embassy. He told the 
AssoCiated Press that the main occupa
tion of all the Soviet Embassy staff-in 
Rangoon-is to spy, 

Kaznachoev appeared before the sub
committee on December 14, 1959, to tell 
of his espionage activities under the 
orders of the Kremlin. He told us that 
his espionage chief in Rangoon was Ivan 
Vozsiy, who masqueraded as First Secre
tary of the Soviet Embassy. 

J. Edgar Hoover, who knows more 
about this subject than any man in. the 
United States, summarized the story in 
a speech made before the United Ameri
can Mechanics in Charleston, W.Va., on 
June 16, 1959, as follows: 

As the No. 1 target of worldwide commu
nism, the United States is the prime objec
tive of Soviet espionage. SoViet defectors are 
unanimous in stating that between 70 and 
80 percent of Russian officials in the United 
States are members of the Red Intelligence 
services. The importance that the U.S.S.R. 
is currently attaching to the value of these 
intelligence agents is vividly borne out by the 
sharp increase in the number of Soviet diplo
matic personnel assigned to the United 
States. In May, 1954, there were 212 Soviet 
officials in the United States. Five years 
later that number has increased to 313, or an 
increase of almost 50 percent. 

Soviet espionage activities in this country 
expose the fallacy of so-called peaceful co
existence in recent years; pseudo appeals for 
peace by Communists have been more than 

Only a few weeks ago, the Subcom
mittee on Internal Security summoned 
Hall to the witness stand and read him 
the words I have just quoted to you and 
gave him opportunity to disavow them. 
He refused it. 

Mr. President, it is my suggestion that 
we not lose our heads at the revelation 
that the free world uses espionage to 
defend itself. 

Let us look at the headwaters of the 
stream. 

Let us remember the words of the 
Communist manifesto: 

The Communists disdain to conceal their 
views and aims. They openly declare that 
their ends can be attained only by · the 
forcible overthrow of all existing social 
conditions. 

AMERICAN PEACE SOCIETY FORUM 
TO EXPLORE THE NATURE OF 
PEACE IN THE COMING YEARS 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I call 

the attention of the Senate to a rather 
unusual seminar which is to be held here 
in Washington tomorrow night. It will 
be cosponsored by the American Peace 
Society and the American University, 
and will be held in the School of Inter
national Service Lounge on the Ameri
can University campus, Massachusetts 
and Nebr~ka Avenues NW., on Wednes
day, May 11, at 8 p.m. 

Participating in the seminar will be a 
group of distinguished experts on the 
subject of "The Redefinition of Peace." 
Dr. Stefan Possony, professor of govern-

ment at Georgetown University, will dis
cuss "The Communist Requirements for 
Peace." Dr. William Yandell Elliot, of 
Harvard University, will . speak on the 
subject "Our National Peace Policy." 
Dr. Bonaro Overstreet, the coauthor of a 
recent bestselling book on communism, 
who has just returned from a trip to the 
Soviet Union, will speak about "New 
Ways to an American Contribution to 
Peace." The moderator for the forum 
will be a distinguished former Member 
of this body, Hon. Homer Ferguson, who 
now serves as chief judge of the U.S. 
Court of Military Appeals. 

Mr. President, I urge all who can do so 
to attend this interesting discussion of 
the nature of peace in the years ahead. 
Fresh and imaginative thinking on this 
topic is of supreme importance as we 
approach the summit conference and the 
crises which must inevitably lie ahead, 
and I am confident much food for 
thought will emerge from this seminar. 

The American Peace Society, which 
has long pioneered in this vital field, is 
the oldest peace society in America. Its 
cosponsorship of this forum is in keeping 
with the high traditions and leadership 
of the society, and I hope many people 
will take advantage of the opportunity 
represented by this forum. 

WRUL BROADCASTS TO CUBA 
Mr. KEATING. Mr, President, sev

eral weeks ago I pointed out on the floor 
of the Senate that Cuba's lack of a free 
press had made it virtually impossible 
for the Cuban people to get the facts 
about what is happening in their home
land. I stated that in view of these con
ditions, it is imperative that the United 
States embark on a truth campaign 
which will bring our side of the story to 
Cuba. 

Since making that statement on the 
floor, I have been advised that station 
WRUL, the international broadcasting 
station, has launched a series of truth 
programs for Cuba, in an effort to pierce 
the curtain of censorship drawn by the 
Castro government over all press, radio, 
and television in Cuba. 

According to information which has 
been furnished to me by the station, 
WRUL recently began a series of 
nightly-Monday through Friday
broadcasts sponsored by a group of 
Cuban exiles who have banded together 
in Miami to create a program series 
called Por Cuba y Para Cuba-On Be
half of Cuba and For Cuba. These 
Spanish-language programs are broad
cast from 9 to 9:30 p.m., e.s.t., on the 
shortwave 19 meter band at 15.38 mega
cycles and on the 25 meter band at 11.83 
megacycles, over ra-dio beams directed 
across Cuba. 

The director of the program series is 
Andres Vargas-Gomez, the former Cuban 
Ambassador to the United Nations in 
EUrope, who last month resigned in Gen
eva, Switzerland, after rejecting the 
Castro administration as Communist in
spired. 

The programs feature the voices of 
two brothers Pedro and Rene LeYVa, both 
of whom worked on the Castro-con
fiScated Havana newspaper Advance. 
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Pedro, 32, had been a columnist for_ that 
newspaper. Rene; 46, was news ed!tor, 
before both were exiled by Dr. Castl'o. : 

Each day, Mr. Vargas-Gomez and his 
staff cull from Cuban newspapers flown 
to Miami items which they know to be 
propaganda. The programs' producers 
compare these items with the verified 
facts and with reports from friends in
side Cuba who smuggle information into 
the "Para Cuba" headquarters in Miami. 

The programs are then recorded in a 
secret studio in Miami, and are relayed · 
to the WRUL studios in New York City. 
They are then edited and played back at · 
9 p.m. over the station's powerful short
wave transmitters in Massachusetts. 

Indication of the impact of these 
broadcasts is evidenced by Castro's · re
cent comments against . them over 
Havana radio. In addition, letters from 
Cuban listeners, testifying to a growing 
audience for these programs, are begin
ning to flow into the WRUL offices. 

Beaming the truth to people who are 
denied access to it by government cen
sorship is an old story to this 25-year
old station, which has become known as 
The Voice of Freedom. 

As far back as 1940, WRUL ~as offi
cially credited with being instrumental 
in saving 900 merchant ships from Nazi 
capture. · 

At that time the station, which has al
ways had an extensive audience aboard 
ships at sea, broadcast to the Norwegian 
shipping fleet repeated warnings not to 
return to their Nazi-occupied home 
ports. 

In 1941, this pioneer international sta
tion fed information ·behind the Nazi 
lines into the Balkans, with a view to
ward aiding democratic resistance units 
in Yugoslavia to spread truth to offset 
Nazi propaganda. 

Following World War II, WRUL aimed 
programs at Italy, as part of a success
ful effort to keep Italy from going Com
munist in a critical national election. 

Most recently, WRUL was effective in 
broadcasting to Latin America the truth 
about the Communist-inspired riots dur
ing the tour of Vice President NIXON. 

WRUL was established in 1935 by · 
Walter S. Lemon, president of the sta
tion, as a world radio university dedi
cated to the idea that a private broad
casting station could disseminate educa
tion to remote areas of the world by 
radio. 

Approval of the sale of WRUL to the 
Metropolitan Broadcasting Corp., of New 
York, is pending before the Federal 
Communications Commission. The Met
ropolitan Broadcasting Co. now operates 
the following radio and television sta
tions: WNEW and WNEW-TV, New 
York City; WIP, Philadelphia; WHK, 
Cleveland; WTTG, Washington; WTVH, 
Peoria; and KOVR, Sacramento-Stock
ton, Calif. 

WRUE regularly beams, 7 days a week, 
to all of Latin America, including the 
Caribbean, Mexico, Central America, 
and South America, as well as to West
ern Europe and Africa. Programs are 
broadcast in English, Spanish, Portu-
guese, Norwegian, and Swedish. · 

Mr. President, I appreciate this op
portunity to call the attention of the 

Senate to WRUL's important .new . pro
gram, which should be helpful in con
nection with projecting to the Cuban 
people the true story about the .Cuban 
situation. 

TWENTY -FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF 
RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMIN
ISTRATION 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the 

Rural Electrification Administration will 
celebrate its 25th anniversary on 
Wednesday, May 11, 1960. This is truly 
a great occasion for a Government pro
gram which has become a symbol of 
rural progress. Almost 5 million farm 
families throughout our Nation enjoy the 
'benefits and accomplishments realized 
under the REA. It is with great pleas
ure and enthusiasm that I join in paying 
tribute, during this silver jubilee, to one 
of the finest and most constructive 
programs enacted by Congress. 

Mr. President, the local rural electric 
systems, authorized by the REA Act of 
1935, are local organizations that build 
powerlines and provide electric service 
to farmers and rural areas. They are 
usually owned by the local people they 
serve; and, as a result, they are inde
pendent business organizations. Capital 
is borrowed from the Rural Electrifica
tion Administration, these interest
bearing loans are repaid to the Govern
ment on a regular schedule. Approxi
mately $4 billion of loans to local sys
tems have been approved by REA; and 
the repayment record is outstanding. As 
of December 1, 1959, more than $823 
million in principal had been repaid, and 
approximately $397 million in interest 
had been paid. 

The local system obtains its electricity 
for resale to farmers from private power 
companies, Federal agencies, and other 
suppliers. The purchase of electric 
energy by the REA has increased from 
300 million kilowatt-hours in fiscal year 
1940 to more than 21 billion kilowatt
hours in 1958. 

Today, 96 percent of our farms have 
electricity, and the average farm uses 
more than 343 kilowatt-hours a month. 
Only 10 percent of our farms had elec
tricity when the REA Act was passed in 
1935; but today more than one-half of all 
farms which have electricity are served 
by the REA. Our American agriculture 
has actually been converted from the 
"dark ages" of 1935, when fewer than 
11 percent of our farms had electricity, 
to the brighter years of today, when al
most all farms are being served in this 
way. The REA reports that there are . 
more than 450 ways to use electricity on 
farms. 

In the case of our own State of Missis
sippi, only 2,802 farms had electricity in 
1935. In 1959, 191,900 farms had this 
service, and 78.3 percent were served by 
the REA. We now have 53,512 miles of 
powerlines. Consumption per farm has 
increased from 40 kilowatt-hours in 
1941 and 95 kilowatt-hours in 1950, to 
over' 207 kilowatt-hours in 1958. This 
illustrates the increased use of electrical 
equipment on farms and in the home. 
The REA has given our farmers new 
hope and a better way of life. It has 

given added strength to our farm econ
omy and our national economy. 

The Rural Electrification Administra
tion was given the new job of supervis
ing rural telephone programs. This was 
authorized by ·congress in 1949. The 
rural telephone program has the· same 
basic features as does the REA program. 
Both are lending programs which require 
that the borrower repay principal and 
interest within an agreed period of time. 
We are proud of the record which has 
been established for repayment of tele
phone loans in Mississippi. These pro
grams are sound, and they a:fford to our 
rural population a great service which 
would have been almost impossible with
out the assistance of the REA. 

Mr. President, the relationship be
tween private utilities and the REA in 
Mississippi has been good. Of course, 
there have been some differences of opin
ion; but, as a whole, these differences 
have been resolved. It is most encourag
ing that the objective and the ultimate 
aim of both the REA and the pri
vate utilities in my State have been to 
give the best possible service to their 
customers. 

I am exceptionally proud of the REA 
systems operating in Mississippi. Here 
will be found dedicated managers and 
employees of outstanding ability and 
leadership. Their primary purpose is to 
serve farmers. Their foresight and their 
determination have been responsible for 
the record of progress made in rural 
electrification. 

Mr. President, I should also like to 
point out that these outstanding mem
bers of the Boards of Directors of the 
REA serve without compensation. They 
have given unselfishly of their time and 
ability, and have made great contribu
tions to the success of this program. 
They have furnished guidance, direction, 
and sound business judgment in the 
operation of the local systems. 

As an example of the record of prog
ress made by the REA, I point with pride 
to the East Mississippi Electric Power 
Association, which has served my own 
home county since 1939. It organized 
with a total of 342 members and with 
30 miles of line, 5 employees, a plant in
vestment of $40,232, and a total annual 
payroll of $1,412. In its first year of 
operation it distributed 269,783 kilowatt
hours. As of April 1960 the East Mis
sissippi Electric Power Association has 
3,257 miles of line in operation, serves 
12,500 rural families, and distributed 
48,147,346 kilowatt-hours in the past 12 
months. It now has a plant investment 
of $6 million and an annual payroll of 
approximately $281,000. This is truly 
great progress, and is typical of the 
accomplishments being made by our 
REA systems in Mississippi. 

Mr. President, the REA has greatly 
changed the living conditions of rural 
people, by bringing to them such neces
sities as running water, sanitary condi
tions, electric stoves, electric heating, re
frigeration, motors for farm labor, milk
ing machines, and refrigeration equip-
ment for the sanitation of milk produc
tion and egg production. The REA has 
made modern farm living a reality. 
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There are many, many other ways in 
which electricity has- lightened farm 
chores. In the years ahead we shall see 
new and better electric machines come 
to farms. Electricity will continue to 
make - a more comfortable and more 
profitable way of life for our farm peo
ple. We can anticipate with confidence 
that the REA will rise to the challenge 
of meeting the growing farm demands 
for electricity. On this 25th anniversary 
I salute the Rural Electrification Admin
istration for the tru1y great contribution 
it has made to agriculture and for the 
outstanding leadership which has made 
this progress possible. 

USE OF OLD SUPREME COURT 
CHAMBER 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may I 
inquire if there are other Senators who 
wish to have the :floor for morning busi
ness? If so, I shall yield the :floor to 

_them. If not, I wish to proceed on an
other matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DoDD in the chair). Is there further 
morning business? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have 
some morning business, I tried to make 
clear. I merely had the 3-minute limi
tation in mind. 

Mr. President, for some time I have 
been concerned about the rather casual 
use of the old Supreme Court chamber. 
It serves as a place for parties, political 
meetings, banquets, committee hearings, 
and every other type of gathering any 
Senator may wish to assemble there. On 
inquiry, I have found that on May 28, 
1934, the Senate passed Senate Resolu
tion 193, which reads as follows: 

Resolved, That the courtroom now occu
pied by the United States Supreme Court in 
the Capitol, when vacated by the Court, and 
the space below it formerly a part of the 
courtroom, shall be preserved and kept open 
to the public under such rules and regula
tions as may be prescribed by the Architect 
of the Capitol with the approval of the Com
mittee on Rules ,of the Senate. 

That resolution, although it could 
have been drawn a little more tightly, is 
positive, and states that the room shall 
be preserved and kept open to the public. 
Certainly, the minimum interpretation 
of the intent of the resolution is that 
the room was to be set asid~. reserved, 
and preserved as a shrine. 

So far as I have been able to deter
mine, this resolution has never been re
pealed, so the use of this room for the 
purposes I have described is in violation 
of the resolution. The Supreme Court 
vacated the chamber on June 3, 1935, to 
occupy its new building, and I under
·stand that for years the chamber was 
preserved and kept open for the public 
under the requirements of the Senate 
resolution. 

I speak partly from personal knowl
edge, because, when I first had the priv
ilege of becoming a Member of this 
body, t.hat was the use for which this 
chamber was used. 

Apparently, while the Senate Cham
ber was being reconstructed, the older 
room _was used, as convenience required, 
and an unfortunate precedent was set 

-for the use of the room by Senators and 
·committees. 

I believe that the old Supreme Court 
chamber should be restored immediate
ly, refurnished, and preserved . . I be
lieve that it should be kept open to the 
public as provided in Sen-ate Resolution 
193. 

ber as it originally was, according to the 
idea of the Senator from Mississippi, 
when it was a Senate Chamber, with the 
balcony restored, and with ·the restora
tion of at least some of the furniture. 

Although the room is usually referred 
to as the Supreme Court chamber, it 
previously served as the Senate Cham
ber. It was in this room that Thomas 
Jefferson, our first President to be in
augurated at the Capitol, delivered his 
inaugural address and took the oath of 
office administered by Chief . Justice 
John MarshalL Many other outstand
ing events of national importance trans
pired in this room. The Louisiana Pur
chase Treaty was ratified there in Oc
tober of 1803. The Senate occupied the 
chamber during the War of 1812 and the 
Mexican War. It was here that the 
Monroe Doctrine was 1irst read; and 
many historic debates by true statesmen 
of our country have taken place within 
the walls of this room. 

It was primarily in th-at room that 
Clay, Calhoun, and Webster engaged in 
their famous debates, sometimes with 
each other, sometimes with other Sena
tors. It was in that room that Jefferson 
Davis first served as a Senator from my 
State. He later served in this Chamber. 

Mr. President, I ask un-animous con
sent that I may speak for 3 additional 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr:- President, it is 
true that the Supreme Court occupied 
the room for some 75 years. During this 
time many great judicial decisions were 
handed down which have affected the 
course and growth of our constitutional 
law. It was here that the electoral co~
mission in February of 1877 pronounced 
the election of Rutherford Hayes as 
President in tbe greatest Presidential 
contest we have ever experienced. Jury 
trials were held in this room in cases 
where the Supreme Court had and rec
ognized original jurisdiction. 

The chamber was designed by Benja
min Latrobe after the model of a Greek 
theater. A balcony overlooked the 
chamber, and it was here that the press 
for the first time had space reserved for 
independent reporting of Senate delib-

. erations on matters of national impor
tance. 

There, perhaps more than in any other 
one spot, grew the present proper rec
ognition of the place of the press in 
reporting the daily debates and the ad
ministration of our affairs. 

I have asked the Architect of the 
Capitol to estimate the cost of restoring 
and refurnishing the chamber. This 
estimate is in the process of preparation. 
It appears likely that the total cost of 
restoration of this chamber will be up
ward of $50,000, according to the plan 
adopted. It seems to me that we should 
make full restoration and that this is 
small cost indeed for preservation 'and 
restoration of a national shrine in which · 
all Americans take great pride. 

Mr. President, when I say "restora
tion," I mean restoration of the cham-

I would hope that plan would include 
something more than an ordinary door 
space, so the public might partly enter, 
so the room would be fenced off and the 
fioor space would be kept intact. 

I have not conferred with him this 
morning, but I know the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN] is very much con
cerned about this matter, and has raised 
the point on more than one occasion, and 
has directed the Sergeant at Arms and 
others to make special inquiry as to the 
present situation and possible plans for 
the future. I am certain he joins in the 
sentiments of my remarks although I am 
not expressly authorized to attach his 
name to what I have said. 

I believe this is a matter of the gravest 
concern to every Senator and to every 
citizen. This room is a shrine of pa
triotism, if I may say so, and also a. 
shrine of culture. With all due defer
ence to everyone who may be concerned, 
the present use, purpose, and practice 
going on in that room are in degradation 
of our American culture, when we, par
ticularly in a day of materialism, ought 
to be taking constructive steps to expand 
and exalt any concept or feeling that 
may elevate the patriotism, culture, and 
other deep, finer feelings of our people. 
This is especially so in view of the fact 
that hundreds of thousands of young 
people, most fortunately, visit the Capi
tol. They are the ones who will carry 
on this great Nation in the future. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator, but I fear I have taken too 
much time already. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous co~ent that we may have 
1 additional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the senator 
from New York? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I am 
very glad that the distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi has invited attention to 
this matter. I must confess I have at
tended functions in the room, as have 
most other Members of the Senate. I 
have, confessedly, been at some functions 
at which I have shared some of the mis
givings of the distinguished Senator. 

This is a historic room, a room which 
is really one of our greatest traditions of 
this country. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, I assure the 
Senator that at the next meeting I shall 
be glad to bring up the matter and to 
invite attention to the remarks which 
the Senator has made. I think this 
should be considered very seriously by 
our committee. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
very much -for his remarks. I wish to 
emphasize again that my remarks are 
not directed at any individual or any 
Senator. We are all guilty. It iS col-
lective guilt. We have let this happen 
by degrees. 
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This room is a very convenient place 

to have committee meetings and con
ferences, but we now have spaee in the 
New Senate Office Building and we shall 
have additional space in the Capitol it
self. I think we can do without the space 
provided by this room. 

I believe the resolution, Mr. President, 
would represent an authorization of some 
special appropriation, if we have Senate 
support, in the legislative appropriation 
bill, in an amount which would at least 
start the restoration, should that be the 
will of the Senate. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
LAusCHE in the chair). Without objec
tion, it is so ordered. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, today, May 10, is an auspicious 
occasion. It is the lOth birthday of one 
of our most important Federal agencies
the National Science Foundation. This 
Foundation was the outgrowth of the 
outstandingly successful World War II 
Office of Scientific Research and Develop
ment and the vision and efforts of the 
brilliant director of that group, Dr. 
Vannevar Bush. Many of you will re
member the legislative pangs that we 
went through in passing this act, but 
no one will remember this more vividly, 
I am sure, than my distinguished col
league from Washington, WARREN 
MAGNUSON, who played such a crucial role 
and worked so diligently to bring the 
NSF to fruition. This is only one more 
example of the farsightedness so con
sistently shown by my distinguished 
friend. 

Those of you who have had the good 
fortune of listening to testimony in the 
last 2 years in connection with our mis
sile and space programs, will know only 
too well the importance of science to our 
well-being and our lives. Never, since 
Sputnik I, have we had so forcefully 
brought to our attention the truly critical 
nature of our scientific capabilities and 
attainments. Rarely have we become so 
quickly aware of how essential it is to 
educate our children and our people in 
the ways of the 20th century. 

The National Science Foundation ful
fills a fundamental role in our scientific 
efforts. More specifically, it helps to 
watch over and guide our efforts in the 
important areas of basic research. Basic 
r~search is, for the most part, strange 
and incomprehensible to the layman. It 
may lead to no practical return what
soever. But it is-as the name implies
basic. Basic to all increase of knowl-

. edge and therefore the foundation rock 
of all future progress. In this third year 
of the space age, this is something that 
we cannot ignore. 

The National Science Foundation has 
grown rapidly in 10 years. Much of the 
credit for this growth must go to Dr. 
Alan T. Waterman who has been its 
Director since the beginning. 

Mr. President, I should like to request 
unanimous consent to place in the REc
ORD at this point an article entitled "Na
tional Science Foundation, a Ten-Year 
Resume,'' written by Dr. waterman, 
which appeared in Science for May 6, 
1960, and which carefully describes the 
history of the NSF's first 10 years of 
operation. No one knows, of course, what 
the future holds, but I am sure that the 
next 10 years of the National Science 
Foundation will be even more auspicious 
than the first 10. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to~ printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION: A 10-YEAR 

RESUME-ITS OBLIGATIONS IN SUPPORT OF 
RESEARCH AND TRAINING AND IN EVALUATING 

NATIONAL SCIENCE POLICY HAVE MULTIPLIED 

(By Alan T. Waterman, Director, National 
Science Foundation) 

The National Science Foundrution's first 
6 years were analyzed with scholarly thor
oughness by Dael Wolfle in Science in 1957.1 

I shall not attempt to review the fac
tual data concerning the organization and 
operations of the foundation that are given 
in detail in his article. I shall take up the 
narrative essentially where he left it, at the 
beginning of fiscal year 1958. Whatever I 
have to say concerning the earlier period will 
be from the special point of view of one who 
has been intimately involved in shaping the 
Foundation's policies and operations during 
its formative years. 

As visualized by Vannevar Bush in 
"Science, the Endless Frontier," and as de
fined by Congress in the National Science 
Foundation Act of 1950, the Foundation has 
two distinct sets of functions; one relates to 
the support of research and education 
through grants, fellowships, and other 
means, and the second involves the develop
ment of national science policy and the 
evaluation and correlation of the research 
activities of the Federal Government, as well 
as the correlation of its own program with 
those of other agencies, both public and pri
vate. There is a degree of ditftculty in rec
onc111ng these two functions, because in 
planning and operating a research-support 
program the Foundation becomes to some 
extent an interested party with respect to 
the policy prescribed. Congress obviated 
this situation somewhat by denying the 
Foundation authority to perform research 
or to establish its own research laboratories. 

In the first or operational category, plan
ning and execution have been reasonably 
straightforward. Early in its history the 
Foundation adopted the grant as being the 
most flexible and effective means of support 
for basic scientific research. In the field of 
education it was decided that the graduate 
fellowship was the device that would pro- . 
duce the most immediate results in terms of 
trained manpower. Within the budgetary 
limits imposed by Congress, the Foundation 
immediately launched a graduate fellowship 
program and a research-support program 
which embraced all the natural sciences and, 
later, selected areas in the social sciences. 

The policymaking functions, as well as 
the evaluation functions prescribed in the 
act were less susceptible of immediate and 
specific action, for reasons Wolfie pointed 
out . 

In "Science, the Endless Frontier," Bush 
had visualized that a National Research 

1 D. Wolfle, Science 126, 335 (1957). 

Foundation would be the principal, if not 
indeed, the sole, point of reference for Fed
eral support of basic or uncommitted re
search in the postwar period. In view of the 
brilliant success of the wartime Office of 
Scientific Research and Development, this 
was a logical plan for taking care of the 
Nation's research needs in science. So ur
gent were these needs, however, particular
ly in the mathematics, science, and engi
neering departments of universities, and so 
urgent was the Nation's need for scientific 
research that the provision of Federal sup
port could not await the outcome of the 5-
year congressional debate over legislation to 
establish the National Science Foundation. 

The foresight of Secretary of the Navy 
Forrestal in establishing the Otftce of Re
search and Inventions--which in 1946 be
came the statutory Office of Naval Research 
made it possible for the Navy to provide 
critically needed support for basic research at 
universities. This program was followed in 
short order by the programs of the Federal 
Security Agency, notably those of the U.S. 
Public Health Service and the National In
stitutes of Health, and those of the Atoinic 
Energy Commission. When the National 
Science Foundation began to operate in 1951, 
initial policy had been formulated and active 
support of science was under way; and as a 
result there was pressing demand for (i) 
impartial support of basic research and 
training unrelated to such practical Inissions 
as defense and health and (11) supervision, 
coordination, and policy determination 
among the growing and splintered research
support programs of the Federal Govern
ment. 

Equipped with a broad charter, a. limited 
but growing staff, and an operating budget 
of $3.5 million, the new Foundation found 
itself under pressure almost immediately to 
start perforining policymaking and evalua
tion functions. In addition, of course, it was 
expected to launch, as early as possible, pro
grams in support of basic research and edu
cation in the sciences. 

DEVELOPMENT OF NATIONAL SCIENCE POLICY 

In this situation, the National Science 
Board and the Director sought to define more 
specifically the role of the National Science 
Foundation in relation to other agencies. 
After extensive conferences between National 
Science Foundation staff members and the 
Bureau of the Budget and other agencies, 
the Foundation made a series of recommen
dations which were incorporated in Execu
tive Order No. 10521 of March 17, 1954.2 

The order states that the Fou:Q.dation 
"shall • • • recommend to the President 
policies for the promotion and support of 
basic research and education in the sciences, 
including policies with respect to furnishing 
guidance toward defining the responsibilities 
of the Federal Government in the conduct 
and support of basic scientific research." · 

The order further directs that the Founda
tion shall be increasingly responsible for the 
support of general-purpose basic research 
but recognizes also the importance and de
sirability of having other agencies conduct 
their special basic research in fields closely 
related to their Inissions. The Foundation 
is not expected to have responsibility for 
the applied research and development pro
gram of other agencies; each agency is ac
countable for the scope and quality of its 
development efforts. 

The Executive order of March 13, 1959 
(sec. 6(b)) further clarified the Foundation's 
role as applying only to basic research. 
Within this more specialized framework, the 
Foundation has been steadily formulating 

· national science policy in the course of day
to-day operations, frequently on the basis of 
agreement and understanding with other 
agencies. Those who insist that policy must 

:This executive order was later a.tnended. 
by Executive Order 1080'7, Mar. 18, 1959. 
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be handed down ready made ln the form of 
a proclamation or edict do not understand 
the nature of policy in the realm of science. 
To be workable, policy must evolve on the 
basis of experience; further, 1t must take 
fully into account the fundamental prin
ciples essential to the effective performance 
of research in science. 

In carrying out its obligations regarding 
the development of national science P<>licy, 
the Foundation started from the premise 
that, in the broadest sense, national policy 
for science is a matter primarily to be de
termined by the scientists themselves. The 
scientists of the country are unquestionably 
the ones most capable of deciding what is 
best for progress in science, in the true mean
ing of the word. Policy in this sense should 
not be masterminded by the Federal Gov
ernment or any single agency. 

The Foundation has advocated, and has 
itself adopted, the fairly general Federal 
policy of providing support to basic research 
after consultation with leading scientists in 
their respective fields. This would appear 
to be the most direct way in which progress 
in science in the country can be determined 
by the scientists themselves. It is the 
method that is favored by the majority o! 
working research scientists. In carrying out 
this policy, a given Federal agency inter
jects its own interests and priorities. 

In further development of .science policy, 
the Foundation's approach has been to ex
amine particular issues and to develop rec
ommendations through a variety of tech
niques and devices, as follows: 

1. The establishment of a special commit
tee, followed by the issuance of a report. 
The principal example here ·is the Founda
tion's study, through two different commit
tees, of the problems ot Government
university relationships. This study availed 
itself of the assistance of outside individuals 
and groups, the Foundation staff, members 
of the National Science Board, and repre
sentatives of other Government agencies. 
Another example is the work of the Founda
tion's Special Commission on Rubber Re
seaYCh, which made recommendations on the 
role of the Government with respect to basic 
research in this field that were approved 
by both the President and Congress. 

2. Preparation of special reports on par
ticular subjects-tor example, tlie Founda
tion report on ''Basic Research-A National 
Resource., (1957). 

3. The use of experimental programs by 
the Foundation ·as a means of acquiring 
information and experie~ce to provide a 
basis for policy recommendations. The 
various experimental programs in science 
education, such as the Physical Sciences 
Study Committee, are examples of this 
approach. 

4. Conduct of studies and issuance of re
ports upon request of the Executive Office 
of the President. The Foundation's report 
on the role o! the Federal Government in 
international .science, its report on Federal 
support of research facilities, and its rec
ommendations regarding payment of indirect 
costs were prepared at the request of the 
Executive Office of the President. 

5. Sponsorship of legislation on particular 
problems. An outstanding example is the 
successful Foundation sponsorship of legis
lation to extend to all agencies of the Gov
ernment the authority to make grants !or 
the support of basic research and the au
thority to vest title to research equipment 
with educational institutions. In this and 
other similar administrative policy matters 
the Interdepartmental Committee for Scien
tific Research and Development was helpful. 

In 1959 the Foundation compiled a list of 
some 00 science-policy items of a govern
mentwide, national character that it has rec
ommended or stressed. Drawn from a variety 

of publlc statements and published reports, 
these include: (t) The need for increased 6Up
port of basic research; (U) the need for 
increased -opportunities ~nd funds for basic 
research at Federal laboratories; (1l1) greater 
stability .and continuity in Federal support 
of basic research at universities; (iv) the . 
need 'for diversity of sources of support of 
basic research in the Federal Government 
and need for basic research in support of 
development; (v) ·avoidance, to the extent 
possible, of large classified developmental 
undertakings by the Governtnent at colleges 
and universities; (vi) payment of full indi
rect costs of federally sponsored research at 
universities and colleges; (vU) reasons for 
questioning the advisability of establishing a 
Department of Science and Technology; 
(viii) policy concerning loyalty of investiga
tors on basic research grants. 

Studies in support of policy; As back
ground data for its own research programs 
and for policy formulati<1n concerning the 
role of the Federal Government in the sup
port of science, the Foundation established a 
continuing series of studies of the nature 
and extent of the national effort in research 
and development. Comprehensive surveys 
are made of the research and development 
effort of colleges and universities, and other 
nonprofit institutions and of industry. Ini
tiated for the year 1953-54, these surveys 
measure research and development in terms 
of (i) dollars expended, (11) professional per
sonnel employed, and (111) apportionment of 
effort between basic research, applied re
search, and development. With 1953-54 as 
the base year, future surveys will afford data 
to indicate trends and for other analytical 
purposes. These surveys are in addition to 
the Foundation's analyses of the support of 
research and development by Federal agen
cies, published annually in "Federal Funds 
for Science." The whole series carries out the 
Executive order "to make comprehensive 
studies and recommendations regarding the 
Nation's research effort and its resources for 
scientific activities." 

Questions are sometimes raised concern
ing the value of attempting a breakdown of 
research and development activities in this 
way. The obJection 1s made that in the 
pursuit of specific objectives-as, for exam
ample, by technical industries-the planning 
and execut~on involve all three categories 
in close coordination. Furthermore, Indi
viduals are often found who can participate 
effectively in all three areas. The latter are 
in much demand as project leaders and ad
ministrators of Government and industrial 
research and development. 

The Foundation believes that study of 
these categories is warranted for a number 
of reasons. Leaders in science and technol
ogy feel generally that more basic research 
could profitably be performed by Govern
ment and by industrial laboratories. Simi
larly, scientists and educators have ques
tioned the extent to which universities 
should engage in applied research and de
velopment, outside of certain areas such as 
engineering, medicine, and .agriculture. 
Furthermore, it is desirable in any intelli
gent planning of science and technology to 
identify students with special aptitudes and 
to insure that such aptitudes are properly 
taken into account in the individuals' career 
plans. But by far the most important con
sideration is the need to emphasize the im
portance of basic research itself. 

Under the incr~a.sing pressure to under
take and perfect critical developments in 
order to attain national or economic objec
tives, the emphasis is certain to be on the 
applications of .science, pa.rticula.rly in view 
of budgetary and manpower limitations. 
Therefore, unleu a determined e1fart 1s made 
to support basic research, developments will 
inevitably be undertaken prematurely, ca.-

reer incentives wlll gravitate strongly toward 
applied science, and opportunities for mak
ing major scientific discoveries wm be lost. 
Unfortunately, pressures to emphas.ize new 
development.s, without corresponding em
phasis upon pure scienoo-tha.t is, basic re
search-tend to degrade the quality of the 
Nation's technology in the long run, rather 
than to improve it. 

Under these circumstances the need for 
study and analysis of the facts 1s obvious. 

EVALUATION OF RESEARCH PROGRAMS 

A problem that matches in complexity the 
policy function is that of evaluation. The 
National Science Foundation Act makes the 
FOundation responsible for the evaluation of 
scientlft.c research programs undertaken by 
agencies of the Federal Government and for 
a correlation of the Foundation's scientific 
research programs with those undertaken by 
individuals and by public and private re
search groups. The Foundation has con
sistently pointed out, however, that it is un
re.alistic to expect one Federal agency to 
render judgment on the overall performance 
of another agency or department. 

The Foundation has chosen, instead, to ap
proach the problem through close liaison and 
exchange of information with other science 
agencies. The idea is to gain a comprehen
sive idea of the Federal programs and overall 
support of fields of science such as physics, 
ma'!ihematlcs, and biology. The adequacy of 
Federal support in each field may thus be 
considered. This procedure is i~plemented 
by the general technique of basing research 
support upon selection among applications 
or proposals received. By these measures the 
Foundation has endeavored to identify areas 
that are receiving inadequate support or 
which require attention for other reasons. 

It was discovered, for example, that syste
matic biology and, more recently, inorganic 
chemistry were being inadequately sup
]X>rted. Word that the Foundation would be 
receptive to proposals in the fields of syste
matic biology has resulted in the rescue of 
this field from comparative neglect, and in 
all likelihood the same results will obtain 
With respect to inorganic chemistry. 

Another example will serve to illustrate 
this point. A few· years after the close of 
World War ll, both the Office of Naval Re
search and the Atomic Energy Commission 
were providing considerable support to re
search on low-temperature physics. When 
the time came that neither agency felt justi
fied in continuing its support at the existing 
level, the Foundation agreed to take over the 
major support of research in low-temperature 
physics. 

CRITICAL AREAS OF SCIENCE 

A related matter that will call for increas
ing attention on the part of the Federal 
Government and other sources of support 
for research and developm.ent is the ques
tion of special emphasis on particular areas 
of science. The issue frequently arises in 
determining critical areas or, from another 
point of view, ln identifying gaps. In all 
developmental work, and in the search !or 
areas of application, the importance of priori
ties of time . and effort is an accepted fact. 
In pure science, the word priorities is inap
propriate and misleading. No field of science 
can properly be said to have priority over 
other fields, as science. However, at a given 
time, in a particular field of science, it is 
common to find special lines of inquiry that 
!or the moment are making rapid progress 
·Or other llnes of inquiry that are meeting 
difficulty. These considerations can be, and 
indeed are, taken into account both by in
dividual research scientists and by research 
agencies concerned in research support. 
Thus, at any time there may develop what 
might be termed "critical areas.. that it 1s 
currently important to foster. If the urgency 
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is great, a conference on the subject may be 
in order, or possibly a thorough study under
taken to ascertain what special facilities, 
equipment, or training may be needed to 
encourage progress in the field_. These are 
well-known techniques, in common use. It 
seems evident that, in years to come, increas
ing attention will be required along these 
lines, since there will undoubtedly be a tend
ency for groups of scientists to present for 
support plans and programs that represent 
their collective thinking. Agencies that pro
vide support will then have to evaluate the 
needs of different groups in the light of cur
rent available information and knowledge-
and funds. However, the existence of spe
cial patterns for critical ar.eas should not 
be allowed to alter the view that support of 
research, across all fields of science, should 
be carried on on a continuing basis. 

NEW MECHANISMS AND AGENCIES 

The tasks of policymaking, evaluation, and 
coordination have been further clarified by 
the establishment of new mechanisms and 
agencies that did not exist at the time Dael 
Wolfle's article appears in 1957. 

In the faJl of 1957, after the launching 
of the first Russian sputnik, President Eisen
hower callrd for redoubled efforts in science 
and technology, and steps were taken to 
strengthen the Government's leadership with 
respect both to science and technology and 
to education in the sciences. The position 
of special assistant to the President for 
science and technology was created. The 

President's Science Advisory Committee was 
expanded and strengthened and undertook 
at once a series of studies covering significant 
aspects of the Government's relationships to 
science, technology, and education. 

The science activities of the Department 
of State, which had been allowed to lapse, 
were revived. A science adviser to the Secre
tary of State was appointed, and science at
taches were again placed in key diplomatic 
posts. 

Finally, in response to recommendations 
of his Science Advisory Committee, the Presi
dent signed an Executive order, in March 
1959, establishing the Federal Council for 
Science and Technology, to promote closer 
cooperation among Federal agencies in plan
ning their research and development pro
grams and to recommend ways in which the 
Federal Government can assist in advancing 
and strengthening the Nation's scientific ef
forts as a whole. Represented on the Coun
cil are the Departments of Defense, Interior, 
Agriculture, Commerce, and Health, Educa
tion and Welfare; the National Science 
Foundation; the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration; and the Atomic Ener
gy Commission. Representatives of the 
Secretary of State and the Director of the 
Bureau .of the Budget attend as observers. 

Thus, at the present time we have the 
following pattern: the National Science 
Foundation, with its National Sclence Board, 
has the primary responsibillty for dealing 
with policy concerning Federal support of 
basic research throughout the country. 

The Federal Councll for Science and Tech
nology deliberates on matters of policy and 
program coordination and future planning 
among Federal agencies and :makes recom
mendations to the President. The Presi
dent's Science Advisory Oom.m1ttee, oom.pris-
1ng nongovernmental scientists and engi~ 
neers, considers important scientific and 
technical matters in relation to Government 
policy, with special reference to national 
security. The special assistant to the Presi
dent for science and technology is available 
to the President at all times for advice or 
counsel on a. wide Tange of scientific and 
technical matters. 

RATE OF OVERALL GROWTH 

During the first phase of its .operations the 
National Science Foundation was occupied 
with its own structure and staffing, with the 
definition o! its funotlons and responsibili
ties, and with providing a 1irm. foundation 
for iJts two major programs-research sup
port and education in the sciences. From 
the beglnnlng it has also been steadily in
volved in policy determination both for it
self and in terms of Federal support of 
science. 

During. its first 5 years the Foundation's 
appropriation climbed slowly from an Initial 
$3.5 million for the .first year to $16 million 
for the fifth yea.r, flscal year 1956. In the 
second half of the decade there has been a 
marked upswing in appropriations, from e40 
million in -fiscal year 1957 to the current 
level of $152,773,000 (see table 1). 

TABLE 1.-Total appropriations and obligations of the National Science Foundation for fiscal years 1952-60 {lo the nearest thousand 
dollars) - . 

[Thousands of dollars] 

Field 1952 1'953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 

Appropriations _____________________________________ :______________________ 3, 500 ., 750 8, 000 12 250 16 000 40 000 49 750 1136 000 1154,773 
Obli:f,ations: 2 , , , , , . 

B:Oi~~~:~ o~~~a;~~~~toriM ______ : _____ ; ________________________ ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 2, 000 

uilf;£~.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=~~:::::::::== ------~- ----:- --;:~ -~~- :: ::: :: :.:. ;: 
f~l~!f:~!:?:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ ~~i~~~~~ ~;;;;~; ::::::~: :::~~: ii Jd' ona a ioastronomy ObservatorY---------------------------------------------------------· 104 147 3,431 1,587 .,419 922 

r~i~;~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ :::::::~: ::::::~: ==::;: ~~ ---~~- ----~~ 
ceo special studies. Surveys and report___________________________ _____ 130 42 310 349 97 47 222 230 367 

Office of Scientific Information Service: Distribution of scientific Infor-mation _________________________________________________________________ _ 
87 

1,644 
531 

119 
1,477 

972 

174 
2,120 
1,351 

303 
2, ZiYl 
1,528 

395 
3, 718 
1, 764 

005 
14,698 
2,351 

1,938 
19,4U 

2, 933 

3,848 
62,070 

5, 261 

5,392 
64, -!77 
6,188 

Scientific personnel and education: Tra1nlng of scientific manpower-------Operating costs._--------- ______ ----_________________________________ __ _ 
---------------------------Total obligations __________________________________ ._ ____________________ _ 3, 766 4,424 7,954 12,486 15,989 38,630 49, 973 132, 940 159,162 

1 Includes a $2,000,000 appropriation transfer from AEC for nuclear research '1960 obligations estimated. 
s Feasibility study for astrograph. reactors. . 

In connection with the growth of appro
priations, note should be taken of the 
perspicacity of Congress in endeavoring to 
strengthen the programs in education in the 
sciences at least 2 years before launching of 
the Russian sputnik. In the summer of 
1955 the Foundation published a National 
Research Council study, "Soviet Professional 
Manpower," which drew sobering compari
sons between the rates at which the United 
States and the Soviet Union were training 
scientists and technical manpower. Largely 
as a result of these findings Congress mark
edly increased the Foundation's funds for 
education in the sciences. The total appro
priation for fiscal year 1957, $40 million, was 
more than double that for the preceding 
year. 

During the 10-yea.r perlod since it was 
establlshect. the Foundation bas successively 
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outgrown three locations in Washington: a 
private residence (901 16th Street NW.). a 
former school (2144 California Street), and 
the old Cosmos Club at H Street and Madison 
Place. Its present headquarters, 1951 Con
stitution Avenue, became overcrowded al~ 
most as soon as the Foundation moved in. 
Additional space has recently been acquired 
at 528 23d Street NW., and it is expected that 
further expansion will be necessary. 

SUPPORT OF RESEARCH FACILITIES 

With increased appropriations, the Founda
tion has been able to expand its activities 
in areas that have long needed attention and 
for which it had previously lacked funds. 
One of the first areas to claim its attention 
was the need for basic research facUlties. In 
response to a request from the Bureau of the 
Budget in 1956, the Foundation undertook a 

study of the subject and published its find
ings in Bt report of June 1957, "Federal Sup
port of Physical FacUlties and. Major Equip
ment for the Conduct of Scientific Research." 
The study pointed out that basic research 
today increasingly requires the use of large, 
complex, and expensive research tools. Al
though Government expenditures for re
search fac111ties since World War II .have run 
into the hundreds of ·mimons of dollars, for 
the most part these have been commltted. to 
practical research and hence have been avail
able only to a smaJ.l degree for purposes of 
basic research. 

Tra.ditlonally, universities and other pri
vate research orga.n.J.zattons have provided 
needed research tools .from their own tunds 
or from funds ava.U&ble from .state or local 
sources. Now~ hoWever. the need 1or such 
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major equipment as nuclear reactors, high
energy particle accelerators, high-speed com
puters, and radio and optical telescopes is 
too great to be met from such local resources 
or even from the combined resources of sev
eral institutions. The report concluded that 
if American science were to advance at a 
satisfactory rate, Federal support of needed 
facilities would have to be provided. 

In embarking upon a program in support 
of facillties, the Foundation has recognized 
that each case must be judged on its indi
vidual merits. It is difficult to establish 
criteria that would be applicable · in all cases. 
Factors taken into consideration include the 
urgency of the need, the national significance 
of the development, the availability of ade
quate personnel, and the degree and charac
ter of local backing. Recipient institutions 
are encouraged to participate financially to 
the extent possible. The Foundation has also 
recognized that in some situations the Fed
eral Government must continue to supply 
funds for operation and maintenance, in 

·addition to funds for construction. 
The Foundation is presently supporting 

two major facilities in astronomy, the Na
tional Radio Astronomy Observatory at 
Green Bank, W.Va., and the Kitt Peak Na
tional Observatory at Tucson, Ariz. Both of 
these projects were undertaken only after 
intensive studies by astronomers extending 
over a period of several years. Determination 
of the types of faclllties and instruments 
needed was followed in each case by exhaus
tive search for suitable sites. 

Other fac111ties being supported by the 
Foundation include biological field stations, 
construction of an oceanographic research 
vessel, university computing facilities, uni
versity nuclear research equipment, and fa
cilities needed to expand research in the 
atmospheric sciences. 

Closely related to the faclllties program is 
the recent graduate laboratory developmen:t 
program, under which the Foundation pro
vides funds on a matching basis for the 
modernization and equipment of research 
laboratories. Studies of the situation in
dicate that the graduate-level research lab
oratories of the Nation's universities are 
obsolescent to a degree that is detrimental 
to the national basic research effort. The 
financial straits in which most of our in
stitutions of higher learning find themselves 
make it impossible for them to provide mod
ern, well-equipped laboratories entirely out 
of their own funds. 

This program was initiated in a modest 
way in fiscal year 1960 in the amount of 
$2 million. The budget for fiscal year 19tn 
provides for a substantial increase in the 
support level for this area. 

RESEARCH SUPPORT 

The increases in the Foundation's appro
priation are reflected in the research support 
program in several ways. First, and most 
obvious, is the growth in the total number 
of grants awarded, growth in the percentage 
of proposals supported, and increases in the 
amount and duration of the average grant 
(see table 2). In fiscal year 1952 the Foun
dation was supporting 8 percent of all pro
posals received, for a total of $1.074 million. 
In the current fiscal year, support is pro
vided for 26 percent of the proposals re
ceived, for a total value of $57.819 million. 
In 1953, the average grant was $10,300, for an 
average period of 1.9 years. In 1960, the 
average grant was $30,500, for an average 
period of 2.3 years. These figures indicate 
that the Foundation, . with its increased 
funds, is able to support individual projects 
more fully than before and that · greater 
stability in support is being achieved 
through a gradual increase in the life of the 
average grant. It should be noted, however, 
that if the funds available for the support of 
research have risen, so too has the demand. 

To date, the Foundation has not been able 
to support more than one-third of all the 
meritorious proposals received. 
TABLE 2.-Comparison of research proposa'ls 

considered. and. supported. in the biological 
and medical sciences: mathematical, physi
cal, and engineering sciences,· and. social 
sciences (weather modification and. ant
arctic research not included.) 

Proposals for Per-
research grants cent- Average Aver-

Fiscal age of amount age life 
year sup- of grants of grant 

Con- Sup- port awarded 
sidered ported 

------------------
Thou- Thou-
sands sands Years 

1952 ______ $13,300 $1,074 8. 0 $11,156 1.9 
1953 __ ___ _ 17,478 1, 813 10.4 10,540 1.9 1954 ______ 27,159 3,999 14.7 11,100 2.5 
1955 ______ 38,046 7,855 20. 6 13,350 2.1 
1956 ______ 54,133 9,493 17.5 13,641 2.1 
1957------ 78,318 14,979 19.1 14,934 2.1 
1958 _____ _ 126,500 18,630 14.7 17,000 2.1 
1959 ______ 179,671 43,644 24.3 25,900 2.3 196Q ______ 221,118 57,819 26.1 30,500 2.3 

Up to the present, support for basic re
search has been divided approximately equal- · 
ly between the mathematical, physical, and 
engineering sciences and the biological and 
medical sciences, but beginning with 1960, 
the balance is weighted somewhat on the 
side of the physical sciences. 

Support for basic research in the social 
scie.nces, initially dlvded between the two 
natural science divisions, began at a very 
modest, experimental level below $50,000. 
In 1958, the program was given the status 
of a separate program, and support was at 
the level of $725,000. ·At the end of 1958, the 
National Science Board approved the estab
lishment of an Office of Social Sciences, and 
in the current year support has risen to $1.6 
mlllion. Only those projects are supported 
that are susceptible to scientific approach 
and that are truly fundamental in charac
ter. 

Thus, the Foundation is prepared to sup
port research of this type in such fields as 
archeology, economics, philosophy of science, 
linguistics, social anthropology, demography, 
history of science, and social psychology. 

Methods of research support: The general 
pattern under which Federal agencies sup
port research at institutions outside the Fed
eral Government, particularly universities, 
originated with the Office of Scientific Re
search and Development during the war and 
provided the means whereby the Federal 
Government could benefit from important 
research carried on outside its own labora
tories. The principle was developed and ex
panded by the Office of Naval Research and 
the National Institutes of Health after the 
war and adopted by other agencies, such as 
the Army, Air Force, and Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

Briefly, the method is this: The Govern
ment encourages or invites research pro
posals from individuals or groups of scien
tists, submitted through their institutions. 
With the help of individual reviewers in the 
field involved and of advisory panels ap
pointed by the agency for this purpose, the 
Federal agency selects for support those ·that 
are judged to have the greatest scientific 
merit. The Foundation also has statutory 
divisional committees for overall review of 
programs in the three major areas of life 
sciences, physical sciences, and scientific per
sonnel and education, and a recently ap
pointed comJntttee to operate in similar 
fashion for these social sciences. 

Incidentally, the Foundation's efficiency in 
acting upon grants has been considerably 
enhanced by the congressional action last 
year in amending the National Science Foun-

-dation Act to permit the Board to delegate 

authority to the director and its executive 
committee to approve grants and contracts 
in certain situations. The delegation of 
authority has since been implemented by 
Board action. 

The so-called project method of research 
support has a number of advantages. Prop
erly interpreted, the plan is flexible and may 
be applied to narrowly defined problems in 
science or to broad areas. It enables the 
Government to move in freely with the sup
port needed for promising and signi1lcant 
undertakings of current interest. It pro
vides for a national program in the sciences, 
utilizes the advice of the scientists in each 
field, and is based upon the significance and 
merit of the research proposed and the com
petence of the investigators. Since each 
grant and contract requtr·es the official en
dorsement of the investigator's institution, 
the plan has evolved with the concurrence 
of the Nation's universities and has had a 

·most important indirect effect in helping to 
strengthen such institutions. In fact, such 
aid has often been of critical importance, 
particularly for the smaller schools. 

The chief drawbacks of this method of 
research support are its failure thus far to 
provide full indirect costs and the difficul
ties it creates in departmental administra
tion. It has also been criticized on the 
grounds that the reviewing process is slow 
and that· the resulting program is too con
servative. 

In reply to these criticisms it can only be 
said that the slowness of the process is the 
price one pays for operating on the basis of 
consultation and advice, rather than master
minding the system from Washington. Prob
ably it is offset by the great advantage of 
having the Nation's scientific research and 
development problems widely understood by 
scientists as they participate in the solu
tion of these problems. If the final results 
are conservative, it is because groups in gen
eral tend to become conservative; but each 
agency, including the Foundation, is re
sponsible for guarding against the conserva
tism that is apt to result from too much 
committee advice. 

Breadth in project support: With the in
creased sums available to it for support pur
poses, the Foundation is now able to make 
more grants of the broader type, often cut
ting across two or more departments of a 
university. 

Some of the recent grants in this category 
may be of interest. A $700,000 grant 
awarded to the University of Pennsylvania 
wlll further research being conducted by 
Britton Chance, director of the Johnson 
Foundation for Medical Physics, which ap
plies concepts of chemistry and physics to 
the biological problem of regulation of 
metabolism within the cell. 

A study of the slavemaking behavior of 
ants and its populational consequences is 
one part of a broad program of "Thesis Re
search in Population Ecology" being directed 
by Thomas Park of the department of zo
ology of the University of Chicago. The 
Foundation will contribute support to the 
extent of $46,700 for the 3-year period. 

Scientists at the Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology will undertake a concerted at
tack upon the problem of the production and 
nature of plasmas. Included are studies on 
gaseous electronics processes, plasma statics, 
magnetohydrodynamics of compressible and 
incompr~ible fluids, ionospheric physics, 
and some branches of astrophysics. This 
program, which is under the direction of Wil
liam P. All1s, is being supported by the 
Foundation With a. 3-year grant in the 
amount of $932,000. 

In the field of solid-state physics, Massa
chusetts Institute of Technology has under
taken a large interdisciplinary program cen
tered about a. better understanding of the 
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nature of low-temperature phase transitions. 
Several departments will participate in this 
project, which is being supported by the 
Foundation at a level of approzimately $400,-
000 for a 2-year period. · 

Two major projects in atmospheric physics 
will operate on similar lines . . At Harvard 
the Foundation is supporting a. program of 
atmospheric studies in the general area of 
physics, applied physics, and applied mathe
matics. The purpose of the program is to 
build a small, competent group of workers 
to engage in aspects of atmospheric study 
that can be advantageously treated by de
ductive scientific methods. The ultimate 
hope is that students trained in the dis
ciplines of physical science will regularly 
enter the field. The work is under the direc
tion of Richard M. Goody and is being sup
ported by the Foundation for a 8-year period 
at the level of $172,000. At the University 
of Chicago advantage is being taken of the 
presence of a group of .cloud physicists to es
tablish a program of cloud-physics research 
dealing with the water resources of clouds. 
The research covers all the factors believed 
to be important in precipitation mechanisms. 
The Foundation grant for this program is 
$383,700 for a 3-year period. 
TABLE 3.-DistributiOn Of funds for educa

tion in the sciences by major program for 
the period 1952-60, inclusive 

Major program 

Institutes ____ --------------- __ Fellowships ________________ __ _ 
Special projects in science edu-

cation ___ • ____ ---------------
Course content improvement __ _ 
Scientific manpower _________ _ 
Other obligations ____________ _ 

Obligations Percentage 
(millions) of total 

$89.8 
{3.3 

21.2 
13.5 
3.0 
4.6 

obligations 

51.2 
24.9 

12.1 
7. 7 
1. 7 
2.6 

1---------1--------
Total obligations (1952-

60)-- ------------------ 175.4 100.0 

Institutional grants for research: The 
fact that Federal agencies have based their 
support of research at educational institu
tions on the principle of grant or contract 
for a particular research project judged pri
marily on its scientific merits has led to 
an increasing lack of flexibility among uni
versity science departments in the planning 
and administration of their own research. 
As an experimental approach toward a solu
tion of this problem, the Foundation is 
planning to initiate institutional grants to 
aid institutions in fulfilling their responsi
bilities for developing and maintaining 
sound, well-balanced programs of scenti:flc 
research and research-training activities 
without precisely specifying what activities 
are to be undertaken with the funds. The 
amount of such grants allowable to a par
ticular institution for a given year will be 
5 percent of the payments to that institu
tion through basic research grants from the 
Foundation during the preceding year. 
Such institutional grants would be made on 
request and without requiring a prior state
ment regarding the use of the funds by 
the institution. A report on how the funds 
were used, however, would be requested. 
The proportion of research funds distributed 
by the Foundation for research purposes 
among all types of institutions will not be 
changed by this plan; the plan is designed 
to allow each institution to exercise a 
greater degree of initiative with respect to 
its needs in scientific activities. 

PROGRAMS FOR EDUCATION IN THE SCIENCES 

Between the time of passage of the N a
tiona! Science Foundation Act of 1950, and 
the end of fiscal year 1960 the Foundation's 
Division of Scientific Personnel and Educa
tion will have obllgated an estimated $175 

milUon for the support and administration 
Of programs directly related 1x> the improve
ment of education in the sciences. 

These programs have been directed toward 
the solution of problems in the following 
four broad categories-: (i) support of stu
dents of science, mathematics, and engi
neering, including support of students at 
graduate levels and above, and support of 
programs for students at the undergraduate 
level and below; ( 11) aid to teachers of 
science, mathematics, and engineering, in
cluding teachers of science and mathematics 
at the secondary school level and below and 
teachers of science, mathematics, and engi
neering at the college level and above; (iii) 
the content of science courses; and .(iv) pub
lic understanding of science. 

Approximately half of the available funds 
has been used for the training of secondary 
school teachers of science and mathematics. 
The next largest share-about one-fifth of 
the total-has been used in programs for the 
training of students at the graduate level 
and above, primar1ly in the fellowship pro
grams. About one-fourth of the funds has 
been used in programs for students at the 
undergraduate level and below, for course 
content improvement, and for the training of 
college teachers. 

The primary objective, toward which all 
the program activities in science education 
are directed, is to insure an adequate supply 
of competent scientists and engineers by 
maintaining a high level of excellence in sci
ence education ln the face of expanding en
rollments, rapid changes in science itself, 
and the growing need for the products of 
scientific research and development. The 
demands upon the educational system have 
been growing faster than they can be met 
through the traditional processes. Extraor
dinary methods, therefore, have had to be de
veloped to assist the educational system in 
the solution of its problems. 

In developing its various programs in edu
cation in the sciences, the Foundation has 
been guided by certain broad principles. Its 
first responsibility has been to work with the 
ablest people concerned with 1mproving edu
cation in the sciences in defining problems to 
be solved and in seeking solution to these 
problems. All decisions with respect both to 
broad programs and to specific grants are 
made on the basis of continuous consulta
tion with members of the scientific and edu
cational community. The Foundation is 
concerned with the substance of science, 
mathematics, and engineering, and its pro
grams are designed to encourage the leading 
scholars 1n these fields to take an active part 
in seeking solutions to problems which bear 
on the improvement of subject-matter in
struction. The Foundation has had con-

. stantly before it the accepted American prin
ciple of local control of education and has 
observed this principal in its operations. 
Other ·Federal agencies, universities, private 
foundations, and industrial organizations are 
also concerned with education in the sciences 
and are working toward the same goal. It 
is our hope and objective that the activities 
of these several groups may supplement each 
other in a constructive way. 

Let us consider briefly the principal Foun
dation prograxns under the Division of Scien
tific Personnel and Education. These include 
fellowships, institutes, special projects in 
science education, public understanding of 
science, course-content improvement, and 
scientific manpower. 

The fellowship program: The fellowship 
program is the oldest support program of the 
Foundation. It was inaugurated in 1952 by 
the predoctoral and regular postdoctoral pro
graxns with a budget of $1.4 million-almost 
hal! the Foundation's appropriation for that 
year. As new needs have become apparent, 
additional programs have been added: in 
1956, the senior postdoctoral progni.m; in 

1957, the science faculty program; in 1959, 
the cooperative graduate teaching assistants, 
and secondary school teachers programs. By 
the end of fiscal year 1960, approximately .$43 
million will have been used for support of 
graduate students and advanced scholars 
through these seven fellowship programs. 
After awards have been made for 1960, an ap
proximate total of 13,000 graduate students 
and advanced scholars in science, mathe
matics, and engineering will have received 
awards, from among about 50,000 applica
tions. 

It should be noted, also, that the high 
standards of selection for Foundation fellow
ships have resulted in widespread interest in 
the applicants, with the result that many of 
the unsuccessful applicants for Founda
tion fellowships have received awards from 
other sources. This is particularly true in 
the case of applicants included in the honor
able-mention lists published by the Founda
tion each year. 

The institutes programs: The institutes 
programs were inaugurated in 1953 With two 
experimental projects for college teachers-
one in mathematics at the University of Colo
rado and one in physics at the University of 
Minnesota. In 1954 .the experiment was 
broadened somewhat to include high school 
teachers. In 1956 the academic year insti
tutes program for high school teachers 
started with two institutes-one at Okla
homa Agricultural and l\!echanica.l College 
and one at the University of Wisconsin; and 
in 1959 a similarly limited and experimental 
program was started for college teachers. 
The inservice institutes were inaugurated in 
1957 for high school teachers and in 1959 for 
elementary school teachers. 

During this overall period there has been 
rapid growth in the funds ava1lable for the 
institutes and subsequently in the number 
of institutes that could be provided. Be
cause of the special interest of Congress in 
improvement opportunities for high school 
teachers of science and mathematics, in re
cent years a substantial percentage of the 
funds available for education in the sciences 
has been devoted to the institutes programs. 
The high point was in 1957, when the in
stitutes accounted :for 65.6 percent of the 
total program.. With the large general in
crease in appropriations and the adjustment 
of program support, however, the share of 
total funds for institutes has declined cur
rently to 51 percent, which brings it more 
nearly in balance with other programs. By 
the close of 1960 some 72,000 teachers wm 
have participated in these programs .. 

It is still much too early to be able to 
make a valid assessment of these programs, 
but it is cause for some satisfaction that 
through this means a significant proportion 
of the secondary school teachers of science 
and mathematics will have had some oppor
tunity to become informed about current 
trends in their fields, as well as an oppor
tunity to become acquainted with new labor
atory methods. 

A fundamental and long-range problem, 
of course, is that of providing more adequate 
original training for such teachers. Clearly, 
we cannot expect to continue indefinitely 
"retraining" teachers whose preparatory 
training has been inadequate. This, how
ever, is a problem that lies outside the 
Foundation's purview and brings us back 
once more to the principle of local control 
of education; it is at the local level that the 
problem must be faced. 

Special projects ln science education: 
Programs included in this category are 
grouped generally as follows: (1) programs 
directed toward secondary school students; 
(11) college programs and teacher-improve
ment programs; and (111) public under
standing of science. 

Programs in the first category are designed 
to supplement the secondary school students' 
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classroom training in science by providing 
visiting scientiSts, Stat_e academies of seieJ:?-Ce, 
aJld summer training for students of spectal 
ability and aptitude. The program also 
makes available science materials, through 
the media of the traveling science libraries, 
and traveling science demonstration lec
tures. It supports cooperative college-school 
programs and school science clubs. 

Under college and teacher-improvement 
programs, opportunities are provided for un
dergraduate students in science, mathe
matics, and engineering to obtain exp~
rience in research laboratories, through the 
undergraduate science education program. 
Students in small colleges are brought into 
contact with eminent scholars from other 
institutions through the visiting scientists 
program. _To assist teachers, various ex
perimental activities have been designed, 
such as conferences and special academic
year programs and the program for research 
participation. 

From a small beginning of $20,000 in 1953, 
support for the special projects rose slow
ly to something over $8.5 million in 1959 
and more than $10 million - in 1960. In
creased support is based upon the expansion 
of old programs that have proved their 
worth and the apparent success of some of 
the new ones launched last year. 

Public understanding of science: Progress 
in science depends to a considerable extent 
on public understanding and support of a 
sustained program of science education and 
research. At the present time, science is 
generally mistakenly identified ,in the pub· 
lie mind with the results of applied research 
and technology-spectacular developments 
such as space vehicles and weapons systems; 
With the applications of research to the cure 
of disease; and with the bewildering array 
of modern machines and gadgets that are 
advertised on every side. 

There is inadequate understanding of the 
role of basic research and its fundamental 
relationship to progress in engineering and 
technology. 

The Foundation has broadly construed 
education in the sciences to include, also, 
education of the public. The increasing 
significance of science and technology in 
relation to public policy, both national and 
international, has made it urgent that the 
level of scientific literacy on the part of 
the general public be markedly raised. In 
order to participate fully in the democratic 
process through intelligent voting, citizens 
must have at least a general knowledge and 
understanding of the nature of science and 
its implications for the national defense and 
welfare. 

This is a relatively new area, and there is 
little experience to guide us in the choice 
and methods and techniques that will serve 
the purpose. To date, the Foundation has 
supported a limited number of conferences 
and institutes in which scientists and 
science writers have been brought together 
for the purpose of discussing the problems 
of communicating science to the layman. It 
is planned to expand these efforts and to en
list the support and advice of influential edi
tors of the general-information media as 
well as the aid of the scientific community 
and such organizations as the AAAS and the 
professional scientific societies. The pro
gram was initiated in 1959 With a budget of 
$5,000, but as much as $200,000 may be ex
pended for these purposes by the end of 
1960. 

Course content improvement: Comparable 
in importance to the need for aid to stu
dents and to teachers of science is the need 
for improvements in curriculums and course 
content. As a result of early studies of the 
subject, the dimensions of the problem be
gan to emerge. Science must not be poorly 
taught at any level or in any field. Atten
tion must therefore be given to the content 
of science and mathematics courses, from 

the elementary courses in _ general science 
through gradllate courses 1ri. highly special
ized fieids. 

The FOundation has approached this prob
lem in a number of ways. Support has been 
given to relatively small projects in limited 
areas where useful results can be anticipated. 
For example, the American Meteorological 
Society has been awarded a grant to enable 
its editorial board to prepare a series of 
monographs on such subjects as "The Earth 
and the Sun,'' "High Atmosphere,'' "Climate 
and Man,'' "Oceans and Air Currents,'' and 
other subjects designed to interest high 
school and college students in the field of 
meteorology. 

At the other end of the scale, a high level 
of support has been given outstanding in
vestigators to enable them to attack a major 
problem in force. The work done by the 
Physical Sciences Study Committee at Mas
sachusetts Institute of Technology is an ex
ample. This project, which was initiated in 
November 1956, has produced an entirely 
new approach to the teaching of physics, 
with a new syllabus, new textbooks, and a 
wide variety of new teaching aids and new 
methods and techniques of demonstration. 
The course was tried out experimentally in 
the 1957-58 school year, With eight teachers 
presenting the entire course. 

The number of teachers using the course 
has increased in each succeeding year, and 
special summer institutes supported by the 
foundation have trained teachers in its use. 
In September of 1960 the materials developed 
by the committee will be made available to 
all interested schools through Educational 
Services, Inc,. of Watertown, Mass., a non
profit organization founded in September 
1958. 

The success of the course revision work 
in pllysics prompted a similar large-scale ef
fort in mathematics, guided by the school 
mathematics t?tudy group, operating with 
headquarters at Yale University. The chem
istry curriculum is being worked on by two 
groups, the chemical bond approach com
mittee at Earlham College and the chemical 
educational materials study at Harvey Mudd 
College. The biological sciences curriculum 
study has its headquarters at the University 
of Colorado. 

Here again we have the pattern of an ex
perimental beginning of only a few thousands 
of dollars up until 1957-58 (when the figures 
climbed above the half-million mark) and a 
continuing increase to the current year, in 
which it has seemed wise to invest $6 mlllion 
in these programs. 

The comprehensive review and revision of 
the four major science courses-physics, 
mathematics, chemistry, and biology-is un
questionably one of the most significant de
velopments in the teaching of science in 
this country. Courses that are out of date 
by as much as 30 to 40 years are being 
brought abreast of modern developments. 
In the process of working together on this 
task, university scientists and secondary 
school teachers and administrators have come 
to see each other's problems and points of 
view as they could have in no other way. 

SCIENTIFIC MANPOWER PROGRAM 

Responsibility for the operation and main
tenance of the National Register of Scientific 
and Technical Personnel was transferred to 
the National Science Foundation by the 
Foundation's enabling legislation. The reg
ister provides records of location and of 
training, scientific specializations, and other 
qualifications of approximately 185,000 se
lected scientists anQ. engineers and is de
signed to insure that timely information is 
available, in case of need, on the numbers 
and characteristics of scientists and other 
technically trained persons in the United 
States. The Foundation's scientific man
power section is also engaged in continuing 
studies designed to provide basic data on 

scientific -and technical personnel generally. 
This program is curren.tly being supported at 
a ievel somewhat below $1 million. ' , 

Other sources of Federal support for edu
cation: In addition to the programs of the 
National Science Foundation, major contri
butions to science education are made by a 
number of other agencies, including the Na
tional Institutes of Health, the U.S. Oftlce of 
Education, and the Atomic Energy Commis
sion. The National Defense Education Act, 
for example, provides significant help under 
the graduate fellowship program, the student 
loan program, and to some extent under titles 
III and Vll. 

INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS IN SCIENCE 

The scope of the Foundation's interna
tional activities in science broadened consid
erably during the second half of the decade. 
The International Geophysical Year marked 
the first time that the Foundation had par
ticipated in international scientific activities 
on a large scale, and it also represented the 
Foundation's first opportunity to coordinate 
a major activity being undertaken by anum
ber of Government agencies. The scientific 
and technical program for the United States 
was developed and directed by the U.S. Na
tional Committee for the IGY, under the Na
tional Academy of Sciences. At the request 
of the academy, the Foundation initiated 
consideration of IGY support by the Federal 
Government and, upon affirmative decision, 
secured and administered Federal funds 
totaling $43.5 million. The Foundation also 
served as coordinator of Government inter
ests in the program; these involved not only 
direct participation by qovernment agencies 
but also, quite often, matters of broad na· 
tional policy that arise in an international 
program. 

As an aftermath of the IGY, both indi
viduals and Government agencies have been 
encouraged to carry on research that extends 
certain aspects of the IGY work. Under the 
general label of International Geophysical 
Cooperation, the program is being coordi
nated at the international level by the 
Comite International Geophysique of ICSU. 
This special committee is composed of the 
four unions principally involved: the Inter
national Union of Geodesy and Geophysics, 
the International Scientific Radio Union, the 
International Union of Astronomers, and the 
International Union of Pure and Applied 
Physics. So far as administration is con
cerned, the IGC is not a. package program. 
Instead, the Foundation accepts proposals in 
areas where coordinated global research is of 
special importance, and these are then ap
praised as part of the regular program of 
research grants. 

Antarctic research: A major outgrowth of 
the IGY has been the continuing research 
programs in the Antarctic being carried on by 
the 12 nations who participated in the IGY 
antarctic program. General scientific recom
mendations for the area are made by the 
Special Committee on Antarctil.: Research 
(SCAR) of ICSU. The U.S. program is being 
developed, funded, and coordinated by the 
National Science Foundation. The latter 
looks primarily to the Committee on Polar 
Research of the National Academy of Sciences 

_ for program recommendations, and the 
Foundation also considers proposals from 
qualified scientists interested in carrying out 
such research. The Foundation works with 
the Interdepartmental Committee on the 
Antarctic to coordinate the research activi
ties of other agencies, such as the National 
Bureau of Standards, the Weather Bureau, 
and the Geological Survey, and provides 
them with funds for their participation in 
antarctic research. Grants are also made to 
universities and various interested research 
organizations to complete the program of 
scientific activities in the Antarctic. To 
date, Congress has appropriated •10 million 
for the post-IGY program in the Antarctic. 
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The Navy, which has from the beginning 

provided all logistic support for antarctic 
research, continues to do so with distinc
tion under the new program and is in com
mand of operations in the area. The cost of 
this logistic support is, of course, consider
ably greater than the cost of the actual 
scientific program. 

International science education: Begin
ning in 1959, the Foundation undertook a 
modest program designed to foster interna
tional cooperation and improve communica
tions among nations with respect to problems 
of science education and scientific man
power. Appropriate professional groups in 
the various disciplines were given support for 
a study and evaluation of science subject 
matter offered in foreign educational sys
tems, with the objective of improving science 
curriculums in· this country. Distinguished 
foreign scholars were brought here to visit 
the various institutes sponsored by the 
Foundation. Advanced students and scien
tists have received Foundation support to 
permit them to participate in international 
educational programs. For example, a grant 
was made to the University of Uppsala, 
Sweden, for American participation in an 
international summer institute in quantum 
chemistry. 

These various small programs have fur
nished experience that will guide us in the 
development and enlargement of future pro
grams in international science education. 

Other international scientific activities: 
Amendments to the National Science Foun
dation Act which were passed by Congress 
last year permit the Foundation to cooperate 
in international scientific activities, whereas 
previously it was limited to research activ
ities. The amendments also permit the 
Foundation, with the approval of the Secre
tary of State, to grant fellowships or make 
other arrangements with foreign nationals 
for scientific study or scientific work in the 
United States. Under its existing and ex
tended authority, and with the concurrence 
of the Secretary of State, the Foundation 
plans to expand its international activities 
on a modest scale. 

The Foundation hopes to place, later on, 
appropriately qualified persons at oversea 
locations to carry out short-term studies in 
limited areas of science that are of interest 
and importance to both the United States 
and the foreign country. Eventually, it is 
hoped, qualified persons can be placed over
seas for longer periods for the purpose of 
conducting and maintaining continuous con
tact with the scientific communities of other 
countries. 

As funds are made available, it may be 
possible, also, to afford greater support to 
certain appropriate types of research and re
search facilities abroad. 

SCmNCE INFORMATION 

The scope -and importance of the scientific 
information problem is something of which 
the Foundation has been aware since the be
ginning. Early attempts were made to study 
certain aspects of the problem, and, with 
the extremely limited funds available; sup
port was given to small projects directed to
ward this end. This was increased as the 
overall appropriation grew, but a really 
major effort in the field of scientific informa
tion was made possible by almost simulta
neous action by the executive and legislative 
branches of Government. 

In December 1958 the White House re
leased a special report of the President's 
Science Advisory Committee on "Improving 
the Availability of Scientific and Technical 
Information in the United States." After 
emphasizing the importance of the problem, 
the President's Committee recommended 
that the National Science Foundation ex
pand its scientific information program to 
strengthen and coordinate existing govern
mental and private efforts in this field. 

This recommendation was later implemented 
by Executive Order No. 10807 of March 13, 
1959. The National Defense Education Act 
of 1958, under title IX, directed the Foun
dation to establish a science information 
service. The act also provided for the estab
lishment of a 19-member Science Informa
tion Council whose members, Government 
and non-Government, would represent a 
broad range of skills and experience in the 
problems of the communications needs of 
scientists. The Office of Science Information 
Service was formally established in the 
Foundation on December 11, 1958, and the 
Science Information Council first met in 
February 1959. 

The program activities of the Otllce of 
Science Information Service fall generally 
in five categories: (i) storage and retrieval 
systems and mechanical translation; (11) 
scientific publications; (iii) unpubl~shed re
search information; (iv) scientific data and 
reference centers; and (v) foreign science 
information. Through these several pro
grams the Foundation seeks to increase the 
dissemination of existing materials by help
ing to provide for prompt publication of re
search results, for reference aids and in
formation centers of various kinds, and for 
translations of significant scientific papers 
in languages not widely understood by 
American scientists. 

Research on in-formation problems. The 
Foundation is supporting a slowly growing 
body of research on new approaches to the 
information problem. Most of the research 
is concerned with exploration of ways to 
use machines in information processing 
tasks, such as the organization, storage, and 
searching of scientific information and the 
translation of scientific publications from 
foreign languages into English. Before ma
chines can process the texts of documents, 
however, for either mechanized information 
searching systems or mechanical translation 
sy~tems, more precise knowledge of syntax 
and semantics is needed. Therefore, cur
rent research activities in these areas are 
extending our understanding of language 
in the expectation that ultimately machines 
will be able to handle linguistic data. 

A Research Information Center and Ad
visory Service on Information Processing has 
been established jointly with the National 
Bureau of Standards, with some financial 
support from the Council on Library Re
sources. The purpose of the new center is 
to bring together research and development 
data on methods and equipment for the au
tomatic processing of scientific information. 
The center will also endeavor to foster closer 
cooperation among the groups in industry, 
the private foundations, the universities, the 
professional societies, and the agencies of the 
Federal Government that are concerned with 
developing and improving methods for rapid 
and efficient handling of large volumes of 
information. 

In this same area, the Foundation is issu
ing regularly two publications designed to 
disseminate information on the scientific in
formation field and foster cooperation 
among research workers in that field. "Cur
rent Research and Development in Scientific 
Documentation" is issued semiannually as a 
guide to current projects both here and 
abroad, while "Non-Conventional Technical 
Information Systems in Current Use" reports 
on information systems that embody new 
principles for the organization of subject 
matter or employ automatic equipment for 
storage and search. 

In the support of scientific publications, 
temporary or emergency aid is given to pri
mary journals and abstracting and indexing 
services; also, funds are provided for the 
preparation or publication of significant 
monographs, reviews, and reference works 
that could not be made generally available 
without subsidy. 

Support of this kind is granted on the 
basis of the needs of the scientific commu
nity and sound economic planning for the 
publication. 

Among the scientific journals partially 
supported by the Foundation are two new 
experimental periodicals, "Physical Review 
Letters" ·and "Wildlife Disease." The first is 
designed to provide rapid, low-cost publica
tion of short, up-to-the-minute articles on 
physics research. The latter is the first jour
nal to be published only in microform. The 
purpose of this journal is to explore author, 
reader, and librarian reaction to microform 

. as a means of publishing research results at 
greatly reduced costs. 

The Foundation is also seeking to make 
unpublished research information more ac
cessible. The principal sources of such in
formation are research reports and memo
randums of Government and private insti
tutions, theses and dissertations, and papers 
presented at scientific conferences. An ex
ample of Foundation activities in this area 
is the recently initiated series of inventories 
of information activities of those Federal 
agences that operate major scientific infor
mation programs. Four surveys in this se
ries, covering the Department of Agriculture, 
the Office of Naval Research, some programs 
of the Department of Commerce, and the 
Government Printing Otllce, have been pub
lished, and others are in various stages of 
preparation. 

Two examples of data and reference cen
ters supported by the Foundation are the 
Office of Critical Tables (OCT) of the Na
tional Academy of Sciences and the Bio
Sciences Information Exchange (BSIE) of 
the Smithsonian Institution. The OCT, 
wholly supported by the Foundation, is a 
coordinating and information center on 
projects engaged in developing critical physi
cal data of all kinds. The BSIE, supported 
by the Foundation and other interested 
agencies, functions as a repository of knowl
edge on who is working on what in the bio
logical sciences. 

Plans are now being developed, with the 
aid of the Federal Council on Science and 
Technology, for broadening the information 
exchange at the Smithsonian Institution to 
include the physical sciences and possibly, at 
a later date, the social sciences as well. 

Foreign science information: The Founda
tion is supporting the cover-to-cover trans
lation of 35 key U.S.S.R. scientific journals. 
Support is also being given the Midwest 
Inter-Library Center for the acquisition of 
approximately 2,300 "hard-to-get" foreign 
biological and chemical journals. 

A series of studies is being made that will 
provide information on the organization, 
characteristics, and generation of scientific 
information in every major geographic area 
of the world, Studies currently underway 
or planned concern the Soviet Union, Po
land, Japan, Indonesia, mafnland China, 
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Hungary. 

The Foundation is coordinating a program, 
involving several Federal agencies, whereby 
foreign currencies accruing to the U.S. Gov
ernment through sales of surpluS agricul
tural products will be used to support proj
ects abroad for translating foreign-language 
publications into English. 

In order to provide an effective means of 
exchanging information among groups work
ing in the scientific information field, the 
foundation issues a bimonthly bulletin, 
Science Information Notes. This bulletin 
reports national and international develop
ments and will, it is hoped, assist in pro
moting increased cooperation and coordina
tion among scientific information services. 

CONCLUSION 

In any assessment of the role and accom
plishments of the Foundation during its first 

·decade, it is necessary to consider the broader 
question of Federal policy determination 



9832 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- -SENATE May 10 
with respect to research support, research 
facilities, and the development and use or 
scientific manpower. Policy, 1n turn, must 
be evaluated in terms of (1) the general prin
ciples to be followed, (U) the organization 
of the Federal Government for science and 
technology, and (Ui) the effectiveness of 
the organization and operations in' accom
plishing the desired objectives. Let me sum
marize briefly the conclusions discussed 
above with respect to each of these points. 

General principles: The :first principle 1n 
national science policy, as interpreted by the 
Foundation, is the critical importance of 
basic research for progress in science and 
technology. It is only through comprehen
sive support of basic research in all the fields 
of science that one can discover th.e poten
tialities for application that are so important 
in the competitive technology of today. Be
cause basic research is an essential factor in 
the advanced training of scientists and engi
neers, and because the university is the 
natural home of basic research, it is clear 
that major attention must always be paid 
to the support of basic research 1n colleges 
and universities. 

The support of basic research is relatively 
inexpensive. The significant costs of re
search and development arise out of expen
sive developmental programs, such as ballis
tic missiles, especially when these are· 
undertaken on a cra.Sh basis. Since there is 
bound to be an upper limit to the amount 
of money available for science and technol
ogy, it is obvious that needed economies 
should be effected through carefUl selection 
of the developments to be undertaken. But 
it is false economy to · curtail the basic re
search that uncovers leads :for :future de
velopments. 

In the support o:f basic research there are 
three important considerations: Progress of 
science, development of the individual, and 
strengthening and development o:f the in
stitutions where research is done. 

By and large, the Federal Government has 
paid the most attention to the :first two 
categories. The progress of science has been 
advanced by the so-called research projects 
system, which permits an Individual or a 
group to pursue a scientific problem o:f its 
own choosing and which permits the agen
cies to support proposals selected :from those 
submitted. The Government has paid con
siderable attention to the development of 
the Individual through fellowship and other 
educational programs and through special 
programs to improve science teaching and 
science courses. 

A national problem to which the Federal 
Government has paid relatively little atten
tion, however, is that of support for educa
tional institutions to enable them to de
velop their own capablHties in science and 
engineering. Institutions have· benefited · 
greatly from Government support of research 
projects and from awards, such as fellow
ships, to individuals, but they have received 
little aid of a sufficiently general type to 
enable them to carry out their own plans 
for growth in science and engineering and 
to maintain a proper balance between these 
activities and others In which they engage. 
The needs are great: Graduate research 
laboratories require modernization 1n terms 
of buildings, equipment, and space; the 
salary scale 1n many institutions urgently 
needs adjustment upward; there is a great 
and continuing shortage of maintenance and 
operating fUnds; in the secondary schools 
the salary problem is also acute, and al
though progress is being made, much still 
rema.ins to be accomplished. 

The Federal Government's policy With re
spect to the problems of the institutions is 
to poln" out the needs and to emphasize 
the importance of satisfying those needs, to 
the extent poeslble, from State and private 
sources 1n accordance ~th American tradi-

tions. But it is also the responsibUlty of 
the Federal Government to exercise leader
ship in meeting this problem. It is becom
ing Increasingly clear that the inadequacy 
of the resources. ava.flable to our educational 
institutions is a national problem and one 
which the Federal Government must help 
to meet. Another problem to which I have 
referred above is the growing need for 
evaluation and handling of competing claims, 
1n special areas of basic research which their 
supporters feel are critical. Atmospheric 
physics, oceanography, meteorology, and seis
mology are examples of areas that in recent 
years have been found to lack adequate sup
port, trained personnel, facilities, and equip
ment. Special techniques may be required 
for handling such problem areas, but these 
special problems should not obscure the need 
for comprehensive support of basic research 
1n all fields of science. 

Organization of the Federal Government 
for greatest progress: In recent years there 
has. been extensive discussion of the ade
quacy of the Federal Government's organiza
tion for dealing With matters of science and 
technology. At the present time, each Gov
ernment agency has its own orga.niza.tton 
for research and development. Overall pol
icy recommendations concerning the Na
tion's effort and Federal responsib111ties for 
science in the strict meaning of the term are 
vested 1n the foundation and centered 1n its 
Presidentially appointed National Science 
Board. The President's Science Advisory 
Committee considers critical scientific and 
technological matters relating to the na
tional security and welfare; the Federal 
Council for Science and Technology is re
sponsible for overall long-range planning 
and matters of coordination in research and 
development activities among the Federal 
agencies; science 1n foreign affairs is repre
sented 1n the Department of State by the 
Science Adviser to the Secretary; and finally, 
the Special Assistant to the President for 
Science and Technology makes immediately 
available to the President advice in any of 
those areas bearing upon critical questions 
of policy or action. 

Effectiveness of organization and opera
tions: In principle, the organmation thus 
outlined should be able to deal With most 
fundamental issues involving science and 
technology with which the Government is 
faced. On the record, many major issues 
have been met effectively, the cooperation of 
participating scientists has been outstanding, 
and progress along many lines has been note
worthy. However, part of this structure has 
not been operating long ·enough to evaluate 
its effectiveness. 

In the meantime, suggestions have been 
made, especially in Congress, for a. more radi
cal type of organization-for example, a cab
inet department for science and technology. 
If, by this, is meant a department that would 
assume complete responslb111ty for all re
search and development in the Federal Gov
ernment, the suggestion can surely be dis
missed as being completely impractical. 
Overcentrallzation of science in a depart
ment of this type would be strenuously op
posed by all scientists and engineers as hos
tile to their basic philosophy, and by Federal 
agencies as usurping their essential prerog
atives and responsibilities. · 

If, on the other hand, the suggested de
partment of science and technology were 
intended to provide supervision and control 
over the research. and development activities 
of other Federal agencies, it woUld encounter 
severe administrative difficulties as dift'er
ences of opinion arose between it and the. in
dividual agencies. Under our form of govern
ment, no agency can be expected to exercise 
such a role,. which properly belongs 1n the 
White House or in the Executive omce of the 
President. 

A third suggestion. mare llmited 1n scope, 
is that there should be b~ought. together 

in one department certain ·major research 
and development activities now operating as 
part of regular departments. Included 
would be such establishments as the U.S. 
Weather Bureau, the National Bureau of 
Standards, the Hydrographic omce, and the 
Geological Survey. Such a consolidation 
might well advance the research and develop
ment activities ot these agencies but would 
leave the problem of what to do With their 
functions as service organlza tiona to the de
partments 1n which they are. presently 
located. It is to be hoped that Inadequacies 
in the present situation that have given rise 
to this suggested plan can be remedied by 
constructive action of the departments 
concerned. 

Admittedly there are problems of consid
erable magnitude to be solved in achieving 
maximum effectiveness in the organization 
and operations of the Federal Government 
with respect to science and technology. 
However, the greatest need at the moment, 
appears to be that of full support for the 
present organization, which is relatively new 
both in its overall aspects and in the internal 
organization of individual agencies. In the 
charter ;for the Federal Council on Science 
and Technology, for example, it is provided 
that each member wlll speak authoritatively 
for his department or agency in matters 
pertaining to science and technology. A 
simple way of carrying out this provision 
would be for each department to appoint 
as its representative an Assistant Secretary 
for Research and Development, or someone 
1n an equivalent position. 

It must be remembered that the problem 
o! large-scale Government administration of 
science is recent, dating back only to World 
War n. We have had to feel our way into 
a whole new area of policy and operation. 
Scientists and engineers must be ready to 
accept full-time Government posts and to 
acquire the training and background in ad
ministration that are essential to this new 
role. The agencies and departments, on the 
other hand, must accept the growing im
portance of science and technology and 
adapt their administrative structures to 
meet its needs. The problem is one that 
calls for great understanding as. well as co
operation and good wm on all sides. 

A final word: Irrespective of Individual 
opinions as to the manner in which the 
National Science Foundation is carrying out 
its assigned role, it cannot be denied that 
the importance of science 1n national affa.irs 
is such as to justify the establishment of an 
agency dedicated to the progress of baste 
research and education in the sciences. Nor 
wm it be denied that the Federal Govern
ment should be increasingly concerned with 
the progress of science and technology, both 
1n its own agencies and 1n the Nation at 
large. The current estimated national ex
penditure of $12 blllion on research and de
velopment would bear out this conclusion, 
even if more important considerations were 
not involved. 

But it is also clear, that the whole respon
sib111ty cannot and should not rest with the 
Federal Government. It is essential that 
the citizens or the country understand and 
appreciate the importance of science and 
technology ln all Its phases, but especlallJ 
the importance of basic research and educa
tion. Without the understanding and sup
port of the people of the United States, the 
Federal Government will be unable to take 
proper measures for the adequate support of 
basic research and education in science. 
Individual voters, communities, and States 
must clearly recognize their responsibillties. 
The problems inherent 1n science and tech
nology cannot be dismissed on the assump
tion that they can be met by the Federal 
Government without understanding, sup
port. and local action by informed citizens. 
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NATIONAL RADIO MONTH 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President. 
This is National Radio Month and a 
good time to remember t~at radio pro
vides a veritable lifeline with its prompt 
announcements when advance warnings 
are needed regarding weather catas
trophes, or when emergencies develop 
requiring pleas for help or first aid in
formation. Some 97 out of every 100 
homes in the Nation have radios, and 
this valuable medium of communication 
plays a vital role in the lifestream of our 
country. 

I ask unanimous consent to include 
a fact sheet pointing out many of the 
valuable services performed to all com

. munities by this vital means of com
munications. 

There being no objection, the fact 
sheet was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

National Radio Month this year will be 
symbolized by the theme, "Radio-the 
Heart Beat of Main Street." Radio's vital 
role in the lifestream of the country will be 
brought to the attention of the public 
through a nationwide program reaching into 
every community. 

The unstinting and generous assistance 
that radio contributes to every civic situa
tion wlll be dramatized by local cooperative 
projects between radio stations and commun
ity organizations. 

Radio is always in the forefront: As a 
lifetime during emergencies with advance 
warnings, first aid information, pleas for 
help; as a crusader for civic betterment; as 
an education and information medium for 
citizen and student; as a source of facts on 
our democratic processes and institutions. 

Today, there are more than 155 million 
radios in use in the United States. Ninety
seven out of every one-hundred homes in 
the Nation have radios. 

Americans are seldom more than an arms
length from a radio set; no matter where 
they are-at home, in a car, at the beach. 
About 39 m1llion cars are equipped with 
radios. Portable radios are made to fit the 
pocket and purse. 

Today, there are more than 4,000 radio 
stations on the air in the United States, an 
increase of 228 since last year. Their pro
grams of information and .entertainment 
reach the remotest areas of the country and 
the humblest of homes. 

One survey of 5,000 women representing 
a cross section of U.S. households showed 
that they listened to radio 4 hours and 36 
minutes a day. · 

FM (frequency modulation) is particularly 
effective for reaching a select audience. 
Most family income of FM listeners ranges 
upwards of $7,500, many over $15,000, a re
search study reveals. 

Radio listening knows no bounds of age, 
sex, geographical location or season. More 
than half of the country's professional men 
tune in five or more days each week. More 
than nine out of every ten single working 
women tune in to radio each week. Among 
men and women between the ages of 50 and 
65, about 9 out of 10 listen every week, 
nearly half of them tune in every day. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, across 
the Nation, observances will be held from 
May 1 through 31 in recognition of Na
tional Radio Month. 

Historically, radio-along with other 
outstanding modes of communication
has made a si.gnificant contribution, not 
only to a better informed citizenry, but 
also to progress in industry, commerce, 
navigation, traffic control, as well as de
fense and other fields. 

. At this time, I ask unanimous consent 
to have a supplemental statement on the 
significance of the radio industry printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY 

Since regular broadcasting began over 40 
years ago, the radio industry has grown 
tremendously and the rate of growth has 
continued right up to the present. 

In 1950, for example, there were about 85 
million radio sets in use in the United States, 
or about 56 sets for every 100 persons. Now, 
there are over 155 million; approximately 
88 for every 100 persons. 

In 1950 there were about 41 million homes 
in which there were one or more radio re
ceivers; today approximately 50 million 
American homes have radios, about 97 out 
of every 100 homes. More than 99 percent 
of the farm homes have radios. 

There are now about 39 million car radios 
in use. Since 1950 car radios have increased 
2.3 times. Of every 100 passenger cars on 
the road today, 76 have radios; of every 100 
passenger cars manufactured last year in 
the United States, 79 were equipped with 
radios at the factory. 

In 1950, 10 million radios of all types were 
manufactured in the United States. Last 
year ( 1959) some 15,622,000 were produced, 
an increase of 56 percent in home, car, and 
portable radios manufactured. 

Versatility of radio is shown by the va
riety of types in use, such as clock radios, 
car radios, portable radios. The develop
ment of transistors has made possible minia
turization of portables to fit purse or pocket. 
About 95 percent of the portable radios pro
duced in 1959 were transistor radios. 

Overall, these facts illustrate the signifi
cant role of radio in American life-now and 
in the future. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
COMMISSION 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of Calendar No. 1310, 
Senate bill3387. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (8. 
3387) to authorize appropriations for the 
Atomic Energy Commission in accord
ance with section 261 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Texas. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill. 

PADRE ISLAND, A TEXAS TREASURE 
ISLAND, AWAITS ACT OF CON
GRESS, TO BECOME NATIONAL 
PLAYGROUND 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

in view of pending legislation to estab
lish a National Seashore Recreation 
Area on Padre Island, the Senate should 
be particularly interested in the follow
ing report by Mr. Carl E. Cavender: 

Behind the stroke of the painter's brush 
or the lens of the naturalist's camera, there 
is harbored a longing to seek out his own 
serenely hallowed oasis. These expanses of 

unmarred natural beauty are fast becoming. 
few in number, because the waves of civil
ization are washing development across our 
lands. 

Writing in the May 1960 issue of 
National Parks magazine, Mr. Cavender 
has written a most colorful and eloquent 
plea. for preservation for public use 
"Texas Treasure Island." 

Although time in this session of Con
gress is racing past, there is still time to 
pass the basic legislation needed for 
permanently preserving America's long
est seashore area for use by all Amer
icans. With each passing year the costs 
of the proposed project increase because 
the land prices climb higher. In addi
tion, more and more of the 117 -mile is
land is lost to public use by private de- · 
velopment. 

As Mr. Cavender writes: 
' Leaving Padre Island is like leaving an

other world-the wilderness of yesterday. 
This perfect playground with its sloping 
beaches and sometimes 40-foot-high sand 
dunes must be preserved in its natural state. 
Somewhere, some day, something good is in 
store for this island. 

Mr. President, if the Senate will act 
favorably on the proposal to establish 
a national seashore recreation area on 
Padre Island, I predict that it will be 
creating a new park which will one day 
rival the scenic Yellowstone, in public · 
popularity. With our Nation's tremend
ously expanding population, and in this 
day, when greater and greater numbers 
of families enjoy vacations, hundreds of 
thousands, many millions, more Ameri
cans will flock to the seashores and the 
mountains. That is one of the natural 
social phenomena of our times. We 
know, for example, that many people 
build a boat and put a mortgage on it 
even before they build and mortgage a. 
home. 

Very few places still remain in our 
country that are open beach land. We 
see more and more beaches being fenced 
in, as at Miami, for example. In the 
long stretch of 3,700 miles of coastline, 
from Brownsville, Tex., to the eastern 
cape of Maine, there are only 265 miles 
of public parks and beaches. 

At Padre Island there is a 117 mile 
stretch of beach, and last year the Na
tional Park Advisory Board recommend
ed that 88 miles of it be set apart as a 
national seashore area. Within the past 
3 weeks the Secretary of the Interior, Mr. 
Seaton, recommended that 88 miles be 
set apart as a national seashore recrea
tion area, and has recommended that 
Congress appropriate $25 million to set 
up the Padre Island National Seashore 
Recreation Area and the Cape Cod Rec
reation Area and the Oregon Dunes Rec
reation Area. 

Many of us have felt very free to criti
cize the administration for not doing 
something. In this project the admin
istration is urging Congress to do some
thing for the American people. We in 
Congress ought to do something for the 
American people by setting up this rec
reational area before it is too late. 

At each end of Padre Island salesmen 
are peddling lots, trying to sell them 
o1f as fast as they can before the recre
ation area can be set up. We are liter
ally racing against time. We should 
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certainly do something now,. while the 
land can still be purchased at reason
able prices. We can do that if we ~ 
promptly. 

The white sands of Padre Island offer 
the opportunity to preserve America's 
longest, southernmost natural seashore 
:for all our people. I urge congressional 
approval of the legislation creating a 
Padre Island National Seashore this 
session. 

In order that-the Congress might have 
more complete information concerning 
Padre Island, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the body of the 
RECORD the article by CarlE·. Cavender 
in the May 1960 issue of National Parks 
magazine, entitled: "Texas Treasure Is
land." 

There being no objection, the· article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECoRD, 
as follows: 

TExAs 'l'KEASUBE IsLAND 

(By Carl E. Cavender) 
Behind the stroke of the painter's brush 

or the lens of the naturalist's camera. there 
is harbored a longing to seek out his own 
serenely hallowed oasis. These expanses of 
unmarred natural beauty are fast becoming 
few ln number. because · the wa.ves of civili
zation are washing development across our 
lands. Our systems to preserve these num
bered tracts are spurred forward by a few 
elbow-swinging conservationists, who hope 
that tomorrow we may look proudly upon 
our land and recall its beginning. 

Bordering the warm tidal currents of the 
Gulf of Mexico lies 117 miles of white roll
ing sands, that are--and have been for some
time--under consideration as a national 
seashore site. Padre rsland is a desert, an 
oasis, and the perfect picture of desolation 
itself. To the misconceptions of a few, 
Padre Island could never become another 
Mla.mi Beach-at .least not without expend
iture of millions of dollars. What then is 
the destiny of these sleeping dunes? 

One morning, Into the horizon's orange,. 
spring sunrise, I steered my car via Corpus 
Christi's Ocean Drive route, 13 miles to the 
bow-shaped Padre Island. This was a com
mon sight to me, a resident of the Coastal 
Bend; but with each trip my eyes searched 
out new adventure. 

. As I crossed the 4-mlle span of causeway 
to Padre, my attention was captured. by a 
flock of pelicans, about 75 in number. The 
white birds nestled in the glistening salt 
waters of Laguna Madre, that 600 square 
miles of inland waterway which is some
times called the last leg of the Chicago to 
Brownsville Intracoastal Canal. 

Laguna Madre is profusely spotted by tiny 
islands that a.re literally swamped with bird 
life. The more popular of these islands in 
this marshy area, a.re Big Bird and Little 
Bird Islands. Until recent years, many of 
these tiny Islands were relatively unexplored 
by anyone other than fishermen and duck 
hunters. They have thus remained the per
fect nesting place for birds. 

Quite like our feathered friends, I too was 
seeking a retreat. On this particular morn
ing my quest was for driftwood and old bot
tles. My destination was any part o:r the 
beach which was uninhabited and lacking 
the beer shanties and other eyesores from 
which I wanted to esc~pe. 

My car droned along the hardened sand 
at the water's edge, on the gulf side of Padre. 
I had picked the perfect, time for my drift;.. 
wood hunt, the tides were dropping and the 
winds were subsiding from. a recent storm, 
leaving the debris-cluttered beach a beach .. 
comber's paradise. 

Cars with 16 inches of wheel clearance 
can be lost to the ·Clutches of' the softer 

sands, aa 1 bav& learned from experience, so 
I continued to ride ·the wet sands near the 
water. I waa ever dodging the trash that 
had been lashed upon the shore~ It was 
hard to distinguish between 'a jellyfish and 
a bottle; there were thousands, no--there 
were millions of the blue-red bubbles that 
had been cast to their destruction upon the 
scorching sand. 

I was amazed first by the large flock of 
pelicans; then there were the Jellyfish (more 
than I ever imagined I would see In my life
time); but here, I arrived at my destination. 

The drift was piled higher than houses 
and extended the length of the beach. Trees, 
too big for a truck to move and logs of all 
shapes and sizes were jutting from the bar
rier. I found bamboo, coconuts, and several 
other varieties of drift that must have trav
eled thousands of miles to rest on Padre'S' 
shore, I also found a small raft and won
d.ered from what distant isle it might have 
come. 

Centuries of storms like the one j.ust 
passed have made the history of this island. 
I had come to Padre to "get away from it all,'• 
and indeed, I was. for I was alone with 
history. 

Padre Island's storybook had no beginning, 
as we know it; but it had to start somewhere. 
Cannibal Karankawa Indians were probably 
the first human inhabitants of this barren 
waste, and were later followed by other tribes. 
and Spanish and Anglo-American settlers, 
who rid the lands of them. Pirates and 
smugglers, soldiers and sailors, fishermen, 
beachcombers, and cowboys later followed; 
and now come the tourists. 

PIRATES AND SPANISH TREASURE 

Padre was first called Isle de Santiago, 
then explorer Parma named it San Carlos de 
las Malagultos. It was finally tagged after 
the Padre Nicolas Balli who was granted the 
land by the King of Spain. At this time, 
the Island was separated from its neighbor
ing brother, Mustang, to the north, but due 
to shifting sands along Devil's Elbow, the 
Corpus Christi Pass was closed, thus joining 
the two islands. 

At least one of the towering dunes may 
hoard a vast amount of treasure, according 
to historical reports. A violent hurricane 
developed in this region in 1553. and a Span~ 
ish fleet headed for Spain via the Bahamas 
was caught in its treacherous winds and 
waves. Three ships went under and 4 
limped into the Bahama port, but 13 were 
forced by currents and high winds to the 
ghostlike arm of the sandbar, Devil's Elbow. 
Only 2 men of 300 men, women, and children 
survived the horrible slaughter by hostile 
savages in an island-long chase. 

The King of Spain detailed salvage e'Xpert 
Don Angel de la Villafana, who remarkably 
recovered the booty from 12 of the lll-fated 
ships with the help of his crew. A skindiver 
myself, this seems an impossible task with
out the modern diving gear we use off Padre's 
waters today. So one ship remains some
where along the once open Corpu·s Christi 
Pass; its estimated hoard is In the high 
thousands. 

Another report of treasure upon Padre Is
land's sands is that of the $62,000 fortune 
believed buried by John Singer, who along 
with his family was shipwrecked in their 
yacht in 1847. An expedition in June of 
1958 found remnants of a lost city and some 
old relics, but no $62,000. 

Maybe there are no real treasures on Padre 
Island, but we · like to think so; and tales 
about the pirate Morgan and smugglers of the 
early days give Padre an intrigUing and 
alluring past. 

We shake our heads to· clear them of 
dreams, pick up our own little treasures of 
drlit and decorative old bottles, and leave 
Padre alone with its history, as we head f'or 
home. 

Leaving Padre fs Hke leaving another 
world-the wilderness of yesterday. The 
coyote, the rattlesnake, and the rabbit live 
together here. This is the summer home of 
a multitude of migratory birds. Its waters 
have one of the largest variety of fishes along 
the gulf coast. The sea grass atop the dunes 
seemingly waves a goodby with the wind. 
But this is yesterday. 

WHAT OF PADRE'S FUT'ORE? 

The future of Padre Island lies with legal
ities. This perfect playground with its slop
ing beaches and sometimes 40-foot-high sand 
dunes m.ust be preserved in its natural state. 
Somewhere, some day, somethint.- good is in 
store for this island. It has a future. 

The concern for its future bas been exem
plified, as far back as 1937 with the first State 
Park bill proposal. I for one hope the elbow 
swinging of th.e conservationists will not go 
unwarranted and that tomorrow Padre Is
land will be the same sleeping dunes in all 
its wilderness and serenity. 

JUDGE JESSE ANDREWS, THE "MR. 
DEMOCRAT" WHO SHAPED HOUS
TON'S DESTINY, IS HONORED BY 
HOUSTONIANS AND THE HOUS
TONPRESS 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

on Thursday, May 5, 1960, the Houston 
chapter· of the American Institute of 
Architects· paid tribute to the Honorable 
Judge Jesse. Andrews, one of the truly 

·great Texans and Americans of our day. 
Judge Andrews, who is known to many 

Texans as "Mr. Democrat," has had a 
leadership role in shaping the growth 
and destiny of Texas' largest city-Hous
ton. As the Houston Press pointed out 
in a recent editorial: 

While he was chairman of the planning 
commission from 194o-56,. our city grew 
from 73 square mtles to 165 square mHes, 
from 385,000 people to about 800,000. 

Surely, no one will challenge that 
Judge Andrews took the lead in building 
Houston into one of ·the great cities of 
our Nation, and it is entirely fitting that 
architects should honor him for this 
work. 

But I believe that Judge Andrews has 
won even greater respect and devotion 
by his vision and dedication as a real 
patriot. He has made an invaluable 
contribution to political enlightenment 
in Texas--working from the grassroots 
to the top echelons of government for 
the programs and goals which have made 
his city ranked among the most pro
gressive and prosperous in the Nation. 
He has fought machines of entrenched 
greed in an effort. for good government. 
He did not jump on bandwagons if they 
were wrong. He took the harder course 
when it was right. He sacrificed for 
honest government in our time. · 

Mr. President, recently Mr. John 
Barnhill of the Houston Press wrote an 
excellent article concerning Judge An
drews' life and work. I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD the story from the May 4, 
1960, issue of the Houston Press, by John 
Barnhill entitled "Man Who Saw Hous
ton's Destiny To Be Honored-Jesse 
Andrews," as well as the editorial from 
the Thursday, May 5, 1960, issue of the 
Houston Press entitled "To . Jesse An
drews, a Deserved Tribute." 
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There being no objection, the article 

and editorial were ordered to be printed 
in the REcoRD. as follows: 

[From the Houston Press, May 4, 1960] 
MAN WHO SAW HOUSTON'S DESTINY To BE 

HONOR~ESSE ANDREWS 

(By John Barnhill) 
The 86-year-old lawyer rubbed a wrinkled 

hand slowly across his brow as he leaned 
back in the swivel chair of his downtown 
omce and refiected on 60 years of watching
and helping-his town grow. 

As he reminisced, you could tell this was 
an unusual man. Gentle, modest, soft
spoken. He wasn't the dynamic personality 
that you might expect of one of Houston's 
most outstanding citizens and civic leaders. 

GUIDED PROGRESS 

But Jesse Andrews is responsible for guid
ing much o! the city's progress as well as the 
success of one o! the Southwest's largest law 
firms, Baker, Botts, Andrews & Shepherd. 

When he hung his shingle here back in 
1896 after 5 years at the University of Texas, 
young Mr. Andrews didn't have one friend 
.among the 27,557 persons who inhabited the 
9 square miles of Houston. 

Today, a good part of the city's 1 mil11on 
citizens know--or at least have heard-of 
Jesse Andrews in one capacity or another. 

SIXTEEN YEARS A LEADER 

Upon his retirement as chairman o! the 
city planning commission 4 years ago, he 
completed 16 years o! leadership in setting 
the groundwork for Houston's growth. 

For the contributions during that period, 
the Houston chapter of the American Insti
tute o! Architects will honor Mr. Andrews 
tomorrow at 7:15 p.m. in the Engineers 
Club. 

His accomplishments continue in more 
fields than city planning, however. 

KEEPS HIS SCHEDULE 

As senior partner in the Baker, Botts law 
:firm, he keeps the same rigid 8 to 5 sched
ule that the 80-odd attorneys follow and, 
as one o! his employees said, usually works 
harder and longer than anybody in the 
omce. He has a number of personal clients. 

Mr. Andrews said he's lived by the theory: 
"A man ought to work hard, be diligent, 

and be economical." (He's of Scotch descent 
and abhores waste.) 

As one of the county's most prominent 
politlcalleaders, he's earned the title of "Mr. 

·Democrat," but says ·modestly, "it hardly 
applies." 

His long life in Houston started after a 
career as a guard on the University of Texas' 
first football team-when a football was the 
only piece of equipment we had and the 
right end ran the team, as there was no 
coach. 

SAW CITY'S DESTINY 

Folding his hands in his lap, the veteran 
attorney recalled: 
- "Houston seemed destined to become a 
port--an arm of the sea. That's why I chose 
it as home." 

The son of a horse-and-buggy doctor in 
Waterproof, La., he .began a private practice 
in a strange city where a cousin was the only 
person he knew even faintly. 

Within several years he went to work for 
Baker, Botts, and in 1906 was taken into 
the firm as a partner. 

Today the firm sprawls over two floors of 
the Esperson Bullding and has some 30 part
ners compared to the three when Mr. An
drews started. He is also chairman of the 
executive committee of the Bank of the 
Southwest. 

From 1940 to 1958 when he served on t'he 
city planning commission, Houston grew 
from 73 square miles and 385,000 persons to 
165 square miles and a population of 725,000. 

FAVORS ZONING 

A strong proponent ot mning, Mr. Andrews 
said you can look around the city today and 
see what we've lost without it. 

He claims it results in economic loss, de
preciation in value of property, and said city 
planning is dimcult without it. 

"Take the MontroSe area for example. At 
one time it was probably one of the most 
attractive subdivisions in the city, but it 
lost its character due to commercial de
velopment and will never be a choice resi
dential district again." 

"Had it been zoned," Mr. Andrews said, "it 
would be comparable with River Oaks today." 

Turning to politics, which is one of his 
favorite subjects, Mr. Andrews predicted a 
victory for the Democrats this year. 

"Remember there are more Democrats than 
Republicans in the Natlon and I don't think 
NIXON will be a strong presidential candi
date." 

[From the Houston Press, May 5, 1960] 
TO JESSE ANDREWS, A DESERVED TRmUTE 

Jesse And_rews is a venerable but vigorous 
86 years of age. 

What a wonderful life he has lived and 
enjoyed with the lovely wife he married 60 
years ago. 

Tonight he is to be paid high tribute by 
the Houston Chapter of the American Insti
tute of Architects for his 16 years of out
standing service to Houston as chairman of 
the city planning commission. Those who 
know Mr. Andrews will agree on this: It 
would be hard to pay him too high a tribute. 

While he was chairman of the planning 
commission from 1940-56, our city grew from 
73 square miles to 165 square miles, from 
385,000 people to about 800,000. 

Under his forward-thinking direction the 
planning commission guided this huge 
growth and laid the groundwork for an even 
greater Houston of . the future. The com
mission set up a parks and parkway system, a 
major street plan, a permanent policy of sub
division development, and the blueprint for 
our vital freeway system. 

These were tough civic problems. They 
took vision. They took long hours of work. 
They took much patience and understand
ing. At the expense of his time as one of 
the State's top lawyers, that's what Mr. 
Andrews gave his city in abundance. 

Jesse Andrews came to Houston in 1896 
because he forsaw clearly the future of our 
city. 

It is a little hard to realize that a man who 
goes to his law omce daily In the E&person 
Building was born less than 10 years after 
the Civil War ended-born in Waterproof, 
La., when the nearby Mississippi was Mark 
Twain's river of steamboat-landing cities and 
towns and cottonfields lining each bank. 

It is even harder to realize that Mr. 
Andrews still looks to the future so eagerly. 
Talk to him today and what's he ehiefiy in
terested in: Saturday's election and its effect 
on the future of Houston and Texas. Ask 
him about the great work the planning com
mission did under his chairmanship and what 
does he say: He says he regrets the com
mission hasn't been able to win the biggest 
planning battle of all-zoning-because zon
ing, as Mr. Andrews thinks it should operate, 
would allow Houston greater but more or
derly growth possibilities for the future. 

Mr. Andrews is an amazing man. He is an 
inspiration to know. 

That is, perhaps, the finest thing about 
Jesse AndTews. He makes ·himself easy to 
know. For 64 years a man of high rank in 
a high-ranked profession, he takes the time 
to do the little things that mean much to 
others. He is considerate. He likes other 
people. He shows it. He solicits their views. 
With dignity, he holds firm to his own. A 
liberal ·in Democratic Party politics, he has 
been honored by Presidents, but he prefers 
to work at the precinct level. 

The men whose keen, trained minds and 
hands create and detail our projects-to-be-
our ach1tects-could pick no more worthy 
man to honor than Jesse Andrews. He is a 
man of a grand past who peers steadily 
forward to help us make our future even 
grander. 

DR. R. L. SKRABANEK, OF TEXAS 
A. & M., REPORTS AMERICA WILL 
NEED TWICE AS MUCH FOOD BY 
A.D. 2010 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

while the Congress is seeking solutions 
to the highly complex national agricul
tural problems-including the high costs 
of great stocks of surplus commodities
we must keep an eye on the future as 
well as the present. 

Recently Dr. R. L. Skrabanek, pro
fessor of sociology at Texas A. & M. 
College and Texas Agricultural Experi
ment Station, delivered an extremely en
lightening paper on our projected na
tional needs for agricultural products for 
the year A.D. 2010. 

On the basis of population growths 
and other pertinent factors, he figures 
that this Nation in just 50 years will need 
about double the amount of food and 
livestock it is producing tod_ay. 

Dr. Skrabanek's paper was originally 
delivered at the annual meeting of the 
Texas Soil Conservation District Super
visors in Galveston and was published 
in excerpted form on the March 1960 
issue of Soil and Water magazine. I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the article by Dr. R. L. 
Skrabanek in March 1960 Soil and Water 
entitled, "Food for the Future: Looking 
Ahead to A.D. 2010." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
FOOD FOR THE FUTURE-LoOKING AHEAD TO 

A.D. 2010 
(By Dr. R. L. Skrabanek) 

There is a great deal. of thought being 
given to this topic by a number of very able 
persons in our Nation and I am glad that 
your program committee saw fit to include 
it on the program since soil conservation 
will play a key role in obtaining the produc
tion we will need. 

I would like to discuss this topic at two 
different levels. The first is at the level of 
sociologists who are population analysts. 
This happens to be my field of work-sociol
ogy as it applies to the agricUltural scene, 
and about 90 percent of my research is in 
the population field. 

How many people we will have is one of the 
key factors in projecting our needs for agri
eultural products. I make this statement 
because thus far no way has been invented 
of increasing the amount of food consumed 
on a per person basis. Now some of your 
friends might have · bigger stomachs than 
they did a few years ago, but on the average 
the total amount of food intake has remained 
unchanged per person in our country. In 
1910, for example, the individual American 
'Citizen consumed 1,576 pounds of food per 
capita. A half century later, or in 1955, this 
fi.gure remained around 1,758 pounds per 
capita. In the long run, then, those statistics 
tend to show that the number of people to 
be fed and clothed is the basic consideration 
in projecting ~!cultural requirements. 
While our diet habits may change, the total 
consumption per person .is a. fairly static 
amount. Therefore, we must depend upon 
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population increase for mo&t of the expanded 
consumption of agricultural products in our 
Nation in the future. 

Based on present information, there is 
predicted a population increase of some 50 
million between the present time and 1975, 
and 190 million by 2010. (From 178 million 
in 1960 to 230 million in 1975, and 370 mlllion 
in 2010). This figure represents about a '29-
percent increase in the next 15 or 16 years 
and better than a 100-percent increase by 
2010. In other words, we expect to have two 
people in the United States in 2010 for 
every one who is here now. 

Using the total expected population in
crease and the current per capita consump
tion of individual agricultural products, and 
if we make the assumption that our food 
habits and types of clothing materials do 
not change, then we can get a pretty good 
picture of the additional amount of agri
cultural products we will be consuming in 
2010. These figures can be obtained simply 
by multiplying the per capita consumption 
by the increased population, and the at
tached table shows these figures. 

Let's adopt these as our five basic assump
tions: 

1. Our population will grow at a fairly 
rapid rate, there being 370 million people in 
the United States in 2010. 

2. ·A healthy growth in our Nation's econ
omy will prevail, with a gross national prod
uct about five times as high as in 1956 and 
per capita incomes about 2¥2 times as high 
in another 50 years. A per capita income of 
$4,900 is assumed in 2010, as compared with a 
per capita income of $2,000 in 1956 (based on 
1957 dollars) . 

3. The per capita consumption of food will 
remain at about the same .level as in 1959, 
but some changes in eating habits will take 
place toward more of the higher cost foods 
such as meats, milk, fruits, and vegetables, 
but less of the cereals, potatoes, and heavy 
carbohydrate foods. 

4. An export level which is approximately 
the same as that of 1959. 

5. No · major wars will take place. 
Now using these as our basic assumptions, 

these are the projected agricultural needs 
for 2010: 

1. The utilization of farm products for 
2010 is projected at a level about 2.4 times 
as high as today. 

2. The increased output called for in meat 
animals, poultry, l'j.nd of livestock products 
in general is greater than for crops as a 
whole. Particularly the need for feed crops 
is projected to rise less than livestock, pro
duction needs because of a predicted fur
ther increase of about 17 percent in the ef
ficiency of feed conversion by livestock by 
2010. 

3. The overall figures for farm product 
utilization for the yea~ 2010 over the 1959 
base year calls for about 2¥2 times the total 
production of livestock and livestock prod
ucts with the crop output needs to just 
about double that of today. 

Among food items the biggest projected 
needs will be for poultry and fruits and 
vegetables. The need for s-ome nonfood ma
terials produced in agriculture, such as lum
ber, tobacco, grain, and oil crops, is esti
mated to be slightly higher than the in
creases needed for agricultural items which 
are used for food. 

Projected national needs for specified agricultural products for 1975 and 2010 

Product 

Meats (carcass weight): 

1959 per 
capita 

consump
tion 

Projected needs above 1959 
consumption levels 

1975 2010 

~~==================:::::::::::::::::---~~===========~~Wo~== 81 4, 412, 000, 000 15, 552, 000, 000 
6 312, 000, 000 1, 152, 000, 000 

Lamb and mutton __ ------------------------------------do ___ _ 4.6 234, 000, 000 864, 000, 000 
Pork ___ -----------------_------_----- ____ --------------_do ___ _ 67 3, 484, 000, 000 12, 864, 000, 000 

Poultry products: 

~!~~~~;;=;;;;!=-==-==-==-=-=-==-=~-~-~-~-~-~-~-~:-::==========~~Wo~== 
29.5 1,534 5,664 
29.8 1, 549, 000, 000 5, 722, 000, 000 

6 312, 000, 000 1, 152, 000, 000 
Milk _____ ----_-------------_------------_--_______________ gallons __ 
Fruits: 

80 4,160 15,360 

~~~e<c=:============::::::::==:::::::::::::::::::~~~~== 99 5, 148, 000, 000 19, 008, 000, 000 
46 2, 392, 000, 000 8, 832, 000, 000 

Vegetables: 
Fresh __ -----_--- -------------------------___ --- ____ -----do- __ _ 124 6, 448, 000, 000 23, 808, 000, 000 
Canned-------------------------------------------- _____ do ___ _ 44 2, 288, 000, 000 8, 448, 000, 000 
Frozen __ -----------------------------------_-------- ____ do ___ _ 8 416, 000, 000 1, 536, 000, 000 
Potatoes __ ___ ------------------_ ------ ______ --_ --- ____ ~-do ___ _ 103 5, 356, 000, 000 19, 776, 000, 000 Cotton _______ _____ __________________ ------------------- _____ do ___ _ 26 1, 352, 000, 000 4, 992, 000, 000 

Grains: 

~~a~~~-e-~_-_:-_::::-:.-_:::::-_:-_:::-_-_:-_-_:-_-~::::::::::::r~~~== 5 260,000,000 960,000,000 
2 104, 000, 000 384, 000, 000 

ac~~~·~~~ ~C~g~7~ afu~ ~2J~~ulation projections and 1959 per capita consumption levels; not taking into 

COLLEGE HOUSING 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD at this point an article 
entitled "Housing for Exploding College 
Popula~ion," written by George W. Oakes, 
and published in last Sunday's Washing· 
ton Star. 

It deals with a subject which is pend· 
ing before the Housing Subcommittee of 
the Committee on Banking and Curren. 
cy, and before Congress. The author 
makes a very :fine statement on the need 
for college housing, and I invite the at
tention of my colleagues in the Senate to 
the article. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
HOUSING FOR ExPLODING COLLEGE POPULATION 

(By George W. oakes) 
More than half of all college and uni

versity housing built in this country last 
year was financed by the Federal Govern
ment. The college housing loan program, 
begun in 1951, has been one o! the Govern
ment's most successful lending operations 
and has never had a loan defaulted in princi
pal or interest. 

Since the program's inception Federal 
loans totalling •1,175 million have been 
granted to 1,200 college and university proj
ects. Housing accommodations totallJ.ntr 

285,000 has been provided at colleges, uni
versities, and hospitals as wen as nearly a 
hundred related facilities such as student 
unions, student centers, dining halls, cafe
terias, and health centers. 

This month Senate and House hearings 
will be held preparatory to congressional ac
tion authorizing additional loan funds. A 
real fight for the continuance of the program 
is anticipated because the administration 
has refused to include it in its budget and 
instead has recommended as an alternative 
a long-term bond program with Federal 
funds only for servicing the debt. Under the 
Eisenhower proposal the bonds would be sold 
through commercial channels to private in
vestors at a higher interest rate than the col
leges now pay the Government. 

DEMOCRATS BACK IT 

However, the Democratic congressional 
leadership, which has strongly backed Sen
ator SPARKMAN and Representative RAINS in 
their successful efforts to keep the college 
housing program, is trying to reject the ad
minlstratton's substitute. The Democrats 
are being supported by the entire college and 
university community, which regards the 
continuance of the present program as es
sential. 

The extraordinary rise in college ·enroll
ments in the last decade has created an ex
ceptional shortage of student housing. In 
1959 there were 4.4 percent more college stu
dents than in 1958 when 35.6 percent of all 
college-age youths were attending institu
tions of higher education. The Office of Ed
ucation estimates that 10 years from now 
college enrollment will be over 6 million 
students, almost twice as many as now. 

Even today there is too much overcrowd
ing in college dormitories. Thirty percent 
of college students live in housing provided 
by the institutions. Commissioner of Edu
cation Derthick testified last month that 
"frequently three and four college students 
are now occupying dormitory space originally 
designed for two students, with a conse
quent loss of privacy which is essential to 
sound learning. Many married students and 
their families continue to be housed in 
quonset huts and structures donated by the 
Federal Government for· temporary use which 
have long since outlived their intended pe
riod of occupancy. 

"A significant percentage of the Nation's 
college buildings are overdue for repair, 
renovation and replacement." 

This situation has been caused by rapidly 
increasing enrollment against a background 
of curtailed construction during the depres
sion of the 1930's and World War II. 

The Office of Education estimated in Jan
uary that if the 6 million youths expected 
to enroll in college by 1970 are to have as 
good fac111ties as the 3.4 million in college 
now (many of whom have substandard 
housing) , an expenditure of $4 billion will 
be needed for new dormitories and other 
residential buildings. An additional $2 bil
lion will be required to rehabilitate pres
ent housing. 

WHAT IS PROPOSED NOW 
Senator SPARKMAN favors an authorization 

of $500 million of which $250 million would 
be available on passage to take care of the 
backlog of approved applications and a sup
plementary $250 million to be available on 
July 1. In the House Representative RAINS 
would like $300 million a year for 2 years, 
effective July 1, 1960. Present indications 
are that Congress wm adopt in the new 
housing bill a program somewhere between 
these two proposals and then see whether 
the President wlll veto it in an election 
year. 

The leading universities of the country 
like Columbia, Yale, Dartmouth, Johns Hop-
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klns, University of Chicago, Carnegie Tech, 
and the University of Southern California 
have all helped meet their housing needs 
through this Federal loan program. In fact, 
its beneficiaries represent a complete cross
section of American higher education-pri
vate, public, denominational, and nonde
nominational. 

For example, here are the programs' ac
complishments in the Washington area: At 
Georgetown University a men's dormitory 
for 200 students was financed by a $1,192,-
000 loan and occupied in 1958. Another 
and larger men's dormitory for 400 students, 
including a huge cafeteria for 1,100 stu
dents, was completed last fall under a $2.8 
million loan. Also, housing has been pro
vided for 178 student nurses and 37 faculty 
members through an additional loan of 
$1,249,000. 

George Washington University made use 
of the college housing program to buy and 
convert in 1958 two apartment houses into 
dormitories for 138 men and 196 women 
with a $1,250,000 loan. 

American University has obtained loans 
totaling $2,534,000 which have provided 
dormitory accommodations for 558 men and 
women. 

Catholic University has built a 200-man 
dormitory and student union mostly with a 
Federal loan of $1 ,350,000. Also, the Uni
versity of Maryland at College Park, 'Trinity 
College and Dunbarton College of Holy Cross 
have benefited from Federal college housing 
loans. 

HOW PROGRAM OPERATES 

This is the way the program operates: 
A college can borrow up to $3 million in a 

single year for which it nows pays 3 Ys per
cent on loans approved during the current 

·fiscal year. Most loans run for a period of 
40 years. These terms are considerably more 
advantageous than a college could arrange 
through commercial channels. In fact, pri
vate colleges would probably have to pay 
from 5¥2 to 6 percent interest and public 
colleges from 4% to 4% percent interest. 

At present repayments by the colleges to 
the Government are running at the rate of 
$9 million a year and no loan has defaulted. 
The two basic tests for a loan are the col
lege's need for the facility and the revenue 
that it will produce. The colleges ob~n 
most of their funds to meet the amortiza
tion costs of the loan from student rentals 
for the use of dormitories. 

One interesting aspect of the program is 
that there has been no Federal dictation 
over the way the money 1s used. In fact 
there is not even a required Federal archi
tectural standard. The college buildings are 
constructed entirely at the discretion of the 
particular institution. 

FORTHCOMING RETIREMENT OF 
SENATOR MURRAY 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, it 
was with a saddened heart that we 
learned of the decision of Senator JAMES 
E. MuRRAY to retire at the end of his 
term in January. He has been so much 
a part of this body with which we are 
associated for so long it is hard to imag
ine the Senate without him, or Senators 
deprived of his counsel and assistance. 

In the 12 years I have been privileged 
to represent Tennessee as a U.S. Senator, 
Montana's senior Senator has often been 
of incalculable help to me in many ways. 
This was his manner . . one did not have 
to agree with him to respect his position 
and his intellect in arguing it. 

Senator MURRAY is a wonderful exam
ple to foreign-born U.S. citizens, for he 

is himself a naturalized American citi
·zen, having come to our country's service 
from Canada. 

He is a battle-scarred veteran of the 
liberal causes · in our country. He was 
one of Franklin D. Roosevelt's strongest 
New Deal supporters. Leaving a success
ful and interesting law practice, he came 
to the Senate in 1934 as a successor to 
another distinguished son of Montana, 
the late Senator Thomas J. Walsh. 
Since then Senator MURRAY has been de
cisively reelected four times, a clear ex
pression of the confidence and affection 
with which he is regarded in the Treas
ure State. 

While serving in the Senate, we all 
know he has tremendously benefited the 
causes of conservation and reclamation 
with his painstaking, brilliant career as 
a member and chairman of the Interior 
and Insular A:ffairs Committee. In addi
tion, no other Senator's name stands 
higher than that of JIM MuRRAY in the 
field of interest in the education of our 
young people. Even now, in the battles 
for Federal aid to education, it is the 
name of Senator MURRAY, along with that 
of his colleague from Montana, Repre
sentative LEE METCALF, which serves al
most as a label to identify the liberal 
position on this subject. 

Mr. President, while respecting Sena
tor MURRAY's decision to retire, and 
knowing that he is correct in doing so, 
all of us profoundly feel the loss we will 
personally suffer by his absence from 
this body. All of us wish him godspeed 
and a long and happy retirement from 
the day-to-day trials of public office, but 
we beg that he not allow his voice to 
go unheard. From our seniors like Sen
ator JAMES E. MURRAY much counsel is 
needed. · 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I desire to sub

scribe to the fine sentiments expressed 
by the distinguished Senator from Ten
nessee. I was not present in the Senate 
on the day when the distinguished sen
ior Senator from Montana announced 
his intended retirement from the Senate. 
I am sorry I was not able to join in the 
tributes paid to him on that day. 

I shall certainly miss the presence of 
Senator MURRAY. I have been a nearby 
desk mate of his for several years, and 
have always enjoyed his cheerfulness, his 
statesmanship, and his leadership. 

The Senator from Tennessee remarked 
that the Senator from Montana is chair
man of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. The ·senator from Ten
nessee will recall that at another time 
the Senator from Montana served as the 
chairman of the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. For several years, he 
was chairman of the Committee on Small 
Business, from a time just after the con
clusion of World War II until that com
mittee was discontinued in about 1948 
or 1949. 

Senator MURRAY has performed out
standing work in every committee posi
tion or every committee chairmanship he 
has ever undertaken. I remember well 
his work as chairman of the Committee 

on Small Business. It has been my privi
lege to call on him many times for ad
vice and help in connection with my 
service as chairman of the reorganized 
Committee on Small Business. 

Senator MURRAY has been an outstand
ing Senator throughout his many ·years 
of service. We shall all miss him. As he 
enters upon the retirement he has so well 
earned, I wish for him complete happi
ness, continued good health, and great 
success. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank the Senator 
from Alabama. I know of no other 
Member of the Senate who has worked 
more closely in cooperation with Senator 
MURRAY for fine causes and purposes than 
has the distinguished junior Senator 
from Alabama. 

TRIBUTE TO MISS MffiiAM OTTEN
BERG, OF THE WASHINGTON 
STAR 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, a 

personal friend of many of us, Miss 
Miriam Ottenberg, reporter for .the 
Washington Star, is due congratulations 
for having won her profession's most 
coveted recognition, a Pultizer Prize. 

She won this award, which carries a 
$1,000 cash honorarium, as well as un
dying recognition for a series of seven 
articles which appeared in the Star last 
year exposing the unscrupulous practices 
of some District of Columbia used car 
dealers and finance companies in skin
ning the public. 

It seems to me that this type of ex
pose is journalism in its highest form. It 
exposes an evil, arouses public indigna
tion and leads to remedial legislation 
which would not have been enacted if 
the reporter had not exposed the con
dition. 

As Senators know, the Pulitzer Prize 
was established in the will of the late 
Joseph Pulitzer, who was one of the 
giants of American newspaperdom. He 
published the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 
which is still in existence and is still ful
filling Mr. Pulitzer's lofty purposes, and 
the New York World, now gone but still 
reverently regarded by newspapermen 
as having represented the finest hour of 
American journalism. 

Miss Ottenberg has been a staff writer 
for the Star since 1937. Her newspaper 
calls her an investigative reporter, and 
it is in the field of investigation that her 
talents stand out. She has written prob
ing series of articles on phony mar
riage counselors, abortion rings, high 
food prices, juvenile crime, sex psycho
paths and drug addiction, among many 
others. 

The series on unethical used car-lot 
practices has been widely reprinted. 
The Armed Forces has distributed it to 
servicemen, who are often victimized 
by the practices exposed by Miss etten
berg. 

I do not know of any newspaper re
porter more deserving of this high honor 
than Miss Ottenberg. Both she and her 
newspaper deser~e the thanks and grati
tude of Congress for this fine piece of 
work. 
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Incidentally, this is the third Pulitzer 
Prize won by Star reporters in 3 y~ars. 
In 1959 the award went to Mary Lou 
Werner for articles on Virginia school 
integration problems. In 1958, George 
Beveridge won a Pulitzer Prize for a 
series of articles on "The City of Tomor
row." Few newspapers have been so 
distinguished, or more deservedly so. 

CONSTRUCTION OF MODERN 
NAVAL VESSELS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Mc
CARTHY in the chair). The hour of 2 
o'clock has arrived; and the Chair lays 
before the Senate the unfinished busi
ness, which will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
10474> to authorize the construction of 
modem naval" vessels. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
COMMISSION 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <S. 3387) to authorize appro
priations for the Atomic Energy Com
mission in accordance with section 261 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended, and for other purposes. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, what 
is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
CARTHY in the chair). The pending 
business is S. 3387, the bill authorizing 
appropriations for the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, before 
making the opening statement, I ask 
unanimous consent that an additional 
sta11 member be permitted on the :floor, 
inasmuch as the four authorized by the 
rules are already present. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, in the 
absence of the chairman of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, the dis
tinguished Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. ANDERSON], I have been delegated 
the responsibility by the· Joint Committee 
to present to the Senate the authoriza
tion bill, which is the pending business. 

S. 3387 which is identical to H.R. 11713 
is the annual AEC authorization bill and 
authorizes necessary projects and funds 
for fiscal year 1961. The Joint Commit
tee on Atomic Energy held extensive 
hearings on this bill on March 8, 9, 10, 
and 11, and on April 5, 6, and 7, 1960. 
The Joint Committee, after careful de
liberation, reported the bill on April 19, 
and on last Friday, May 6, 1960, it passed 
the House of Representatives in the form 
recommended by the Joint Committee. 
The House vote was 321 to 2. 

The bill follows the same general form 
as the AEC authorization bills for the 
past 4 fiscal years. 

Section 101 authorizes $211,476,000 for 
new AEC construction projects, com
pared with $293,876,000 requested by the 
AEC. The Joint Committee reduced the 
bill by $82,400,000. A total of 39 line 
item projects are listed in section 101 of 
the bill, covering all aspects of the AEC 
program. 

Sections 102 through 106 of the bill 
contain standard provisions on "limita
tions," "advanced planning and design," 
"restoration or replacement," "currently 
available funds," and . "substitutions." 

Section 107 amends two projects au
thorized by prior authorization acts. 
Project 57-d-1, the zero gradient syn
chrotron at Argonne National Labora
tory, is increased from $27 million to 
$42 million, and project 60-e-12, altera
tions to Shippingport reactor facilities, 
is increased from $5 million to $9 million. 
This will permit construction of a heat 
sink. and modification of the reactor 
plant for operation at a power level 
equivalent of 150 electrical megawatts 
under PWR Core 2. 

Section 108 of the bill rescinds certain 
projects previously authorized which are 
no longer considered necessary by the 
AEC or the Joint Committee. A total 
of seven projects would be rescinded, 
amounting to $18,290,000. 

Section 109 authorizes an additional 
$40 million of funds and a $5 million 
waiver of use-charge authority for use 
in the cooperative power demonstration 
program, under the conditions and limi
tations of previous applicable statutes. 
Of the $40 million in this section, $25 
million is intended for construction of 
an intermediate-sized organic-cooled 
prototype reactor, if no satisfactory pro
posal is received from industry under the 
third round of the AEC Authorization 
Act for fiscal year 1960. The remaining 
$15 million under section 109 is available 
for research and development assistance 
for either unsolicited proposals or third
round proposals, whichever may develop. 
Two large-scale powerplants have report
edly been under consideration by two 
California utility groups, and Southern 
California Edison has recently an
nounced a letter of intent to construct 
a 360,000-kilowatt atomic powerplant in 
California. 

Section 110 authorized $5 million for 
use in the cooperative program with 
Canada for research and development in 
connection with heavy-water moderated 
nuclear powerplants. The United States 
will get all plans and technical data 
under this cooperative program. 

The bill contains several changes 
recommended by the Joint Committee 
from the bill originally proposed by 
the Atomic Energy Commission. 

First, the committee added, as project 
61-d-10, $13 million for power reactor 
plants for the Antarctic. Testimony 
furnished the committee during the 
hearings indicated the extremely high 
cost of fuel in the Antarctic, as well as 
the fact that many lives and much 
equipment have been lost in transporting 
fuel and supplies to our scientific sta
tions in the Antarctic. The $13 million 
authorization could provide for con
struction of three or four small atomic 
powerplants in the Antarctic, with dis
cretion for the arrangements to be left 
to the Atomic Energy Commission, in 
cooperation with the Navy, which sup
plies our Antarctic stations, and the De
partment of Defense. Construction of 
atomic powerplants in the Antarctic 
would enhance our international prestige 
in that area, would help develop reactor 

technology, particularly. for small plants, 
and would result in eventual savings to 
the taxpayers because of lower operating 
costs. 

Second, the majority of the committee 
recommends, in project 6l-f-7, $3 mil
lion for the design and the engineering 
of the linear electron accelerator at 
Stanford University, rather than the 
$107,200,000 construction authorization 
requested by the Atomic Energy Com
mission. The majority believes that the 
design and engineering authorization 
will allow the project to go ahead on an 
adequate basis and will result in better 
cost estimates before construction is 
authorized. We are concerned with the 
history of rising costs in the high energy 
physics program, and the changes that 
have been made in this particular ac
celerator. The committee has requested 
that an overall report on the high energy 
physics program, and more data on this 
proposed accelerator, be submitted by 
Atomic Energy Commission to the Joint 
Committee by January 1961. We believe 
the Congress would then be in a better 
position to consider the requested $107,-
200,00'0 construction authorization. 
There was offered in the House an 
amendment to authorize construction of 
the Stanford accelerator this year; ·but it 
was defeated by a decisive vote of 194 to 
129. 

Also, the committee added to the 
Atomic Energy Commission proposed bill 
two projects in the basic research field: 

Projects 61-f-8, $5,600,000 for con
struction of a materials research labora
tory at the University of Illinois. 

Project 61-f-9, $2,200,000 for construc
tion of a radiation laboratory at the 
University of Notre Dame. 

Both of these projects were requested 
by the AEC Division of Research, but 
were eliminated during the budget 
process. The Joint Committee believes 
that intensified laboratory work and re
search in the two important areas of ma
terials and radiation eftects will be of 
great benefit to the atomic energy 
·program. 

The · committee also increased the 
amount for project 61-h-1, facilities in 
the biomedical research field, from $4 
million to $5 million, in order to provide 
needed facilities in the field of radiation 
research, including the eftects of radio
active fallout. 

In summary, the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, through its Subcommit
tee on Legislation, has held detailed 
hearings on every project and provision 
in the bills. The subcommittee and the 
full Joint eommittee gave the bill very 
careful consideration, made a few re
visions, and reduced the total amount 
authorized from $293,876,000 to $211,-
476,000, or a net reduction of $82,400,
ooo. The actions of the Joint Committee 
and the reasons for these actions are 
thoroughly explained in our committee 
report, Senate Report No. 1277. 

I urge all Members of the Senate to 
vote for House bill 11713, in the form 
recommended by the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy; 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to supplement briefly the able 
remarks which have been made by the 
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distinguished Senator from Rhode Is
land [Mr. PASTORE]. 

The Joint Committee on Atomic En
ergy has added to the bill as originally 
proposed by the Atomic Energy Commis
sion some items which are of great im
portance to our atomic energy program. 

One of these items is Project 61-d.-10, 
power reactor plants for the Antarctic, 
$13 million. 

Last year, I visited our Antarctic bases, 
and witnessed the extremely hazardous 
operations our people are engaged in 
there Just to provide themselves with the 
fuel oil they need for heat and elec
tricity. ·I found out that 80 -percent of 
all the transportation effort was devoted 
to the one purpose of fuel-oil supply. 
, I also _looked into what these extremely 
hazardous transportation operations in 
the Antarctic are costing us. It was very 
disturbing to find that we have already 
lost 17 lives in these operations. We 
have also lost aircraft and ground 
vehicles which cost nearly $11 million. 
I also found that the delivered cost of 
the fuel oil at some of our bases· was as 
high as $10 a gallon. For example, I 
found that it requires 4,500 gallons of 
aircraft fuel to deliver each 1,000 gallons 

· of fuel oil to our Pole Station from Mc
Murdo Station, which is 800 miles away. 

The advantages of nuclear-power re
actors to meet our energy requirements 
in the Antarctic, as compared to con
ventionally fueled plants, were obvious. 
The compactness of nuclear-reactor fuel 
would reduce our transportation re
quirements enormously, in comparison 
to conventional fuel. We have already 
developed highly reliable nuclear power
plants of small sizes. We also have in 
the late stages of development more ad
vanced compact nuclear plants. 

Based on studies recently completed 
by the Atomic Energy Commission for 
the Joint Committee, we also could save 
a great deal of money by using nuclear 
power in the Antarctic, as compared to 
the use of conventional power. There
sults of these studies, which are printed 
in the record of the Joint Committee 
hearings on this bill, indicate that . the 
savings available range between $60 mil
lion and $80 million over the life of the 
nuclear plants. 

In addition· to the humanitarian and 
monetary advantages attendant on the 
use of nuclear power in the Antarctic, 
we also stand to gain in the field -of in
ternational prestige. As Senators know, 
in the Antarctic we are engaged in 
scientific programs with 11 other na
tions. The adoption of nuclear energy 
to further our scientific efforts and to 
ease the physical discomforts of our 
people living in the Antarctic will, I am 
sure, greatly increase our international 
prestige. 

We have also added provisions for two 
physical research projects to the au
thorization bill as proposed by the 
Atomic Energy Commission, and we 
have increased the authorization re
quested by the Commission for radia
tion biology. 

The Joint Committee has consistently 
supported the basic resear.ch programs 
in atomic energy. I do not think any 
other committee is more cognizant of 
the importance of basic research than is · 

the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 
The Joint Committee has added or in
creased the authorization of 20 atomic
energy research · projects in the last 
three Atomic Energy Commission au
thorization bills. These additions cov
ered all fields of research, including ac
celerators, materials research, and bio
medical research. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will 
pass the bill in the form in which it 
has been reported by the committee; 
an.d I am confident that such action will 
help keep our country substantially 
ahead in the all-important field of 
atomic energy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent,. I submit the amendment which I 
send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
am~ndment submitted by the Senator 
from Iowa will be stated. 

not approved by the Budget. The com
mittee inserted provision for those proj
ects into the bill over my objection; 
nevertheless, they were inserted, and 
are now in the bill. 

The committee saw fit to cut out of 
the bill provision for $107 million which 
was requested by and included in the 
budget, and which was requested by the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

Mr. President, I believe my amend
ment should be adopted. It would au
thorize the linear electron accelerator, 
which, as I have said, has been requested 
by the President and by the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 

I · call attention . to the fact that the 
project has been requested and urged· 
not onl~ by a panel of distinguished scf
entists, but by a number of scientific 
groups. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1, 
in line 7, it is proposed to strike out . 
"$211,476,000" and insert "$315,676,000"; 
and on page 4, in lines 19 and 20, it is 
proposed to strike out "Project 61-f-7, 
design and engineering, linear electron 
accelerator, $3,000,000." and insert 
"Project 61-f-7,linear electron accelera
tor, $107,200,000.". 

I should like to emphasize the scien
tific importance of the project, the unan
imous support of the scientists, and 
our competition with Soviet Russia in 
this basic research field. 

I shall also briefly mention comparable 
costs and time schedules under the bill, 
as compared with the full authoriza
tion, which will be developed more fully 
by the Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN
NETT]. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER obtained .the 
floor. . 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield: 
Mr. PASTORE. I ask unanimous 

consent that there may be a quorum call, 
without the Senator from Iowa losing 
his right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further pro
ceedings under the roll call be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
the amendment which I have sent to the 
desk is an amendment proposing to re
store to the authorizatibn bill project 
61-f-7, which authorizes the appropria
tion of $107.2 million for the construc
tion of a new, unique, and very advanced 
linear electron accelerator at Stanford 
University, for . further extensive and 
advanced experimentation in the atom
ic field. 

This authorization and request for ap
propriation was approved by the Bureau 
of the Budget and requested by the 
Atomic Energy Commission. It was re
moved from the authorization bill by 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 
The committee was fairly well divided 
in that action. I forget the exact vote, 
but a substantial number of Senators 
voted for inclusion of this project in 
the bill. I am told the vote was 10 to 6 
for elimination of this provision from 
the bill. 

In the authorization bill which is be
fore the Senate, the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy saw fit to insert 
$21,800,000 worth of projects which were 

SCIENTIFIC IMPORTANCE OF THE PROJECT 

Most of our accelerators already in 
operation or under construction are pro
ton, or heavy particle, accelerators. 
This will be our first high energy, high 
intensity, linear electron, or light parti-

. cle, accelerator. This machine will make 
it possible to probe the basic dimensions 
and structure of matter. It will have 
great flexibility in that, being a linear 
accelerator, it will be possible to extract 
the beams at various points along the 
line of acceleration.. It will be initially 
planned for 10 to- 20 billion electron 
volts, but by a fairly simple addition, 
can be increased to 45 billion electron 
volts, and therefore have a built-in pro
tection against obsolescence. 

I should like to quote from Dr. Ha
worth of Brookhaven, who explained 
some of the advantages of this machine 
as compared with any other: 

Our knowledge can be effectively increased 
only through the use of ultra-high energy 
accelerators of diverse capabilities. The 
spectacular increase in proton accelerator 

· energies in recent times has somewhat ob
scured the fact that many other parameters 
are also quite important. We must have 
electrons as well as protons; we inust have 
intensities great enough to permit rapid 
observation of the various direct processes 
and to produce copious quantities of all 
transient elementary particles for use in 
secondary interaction studies; we must have 
sharply focused beams and flexibility in 
time and space to suit the various purposes. 

There is an especially acute need for very 
high energy electrons in large intensities 
and in well-focused beams. Because of 
easier and cheaper adaptation to circular 
machines, protons have been produced at 
energies far above those available with elec
trons. In contrast to the proton case where 
6 Bev has been available and 30 will soon 
be reached, electron energies have so far 
been limited to 1 Bev. An important step 
that will fill an urgent need is being taken 
by construction of the 6 Bev Cambridge Elec
tron Accelerator (CEA). However important 
though its potential contributions, there will 
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be a vital need for higher energies, far high
er currents, and much more sharply focused 
beams than it will be able to provide. The 
linear accelerator proposed will effectively 
meet these requirements. In its initial form 
it will have twice the energy and some 50 
times the intensity of the CEA. As in all 
linear accelerators and in contrast to the 
circular machines, a full strength sharply 
focused beam will emerge into free labora
tory space where it will be quite accessible 
and can be used in many different ways. As 
time goes on and need arises, the energy can 
be increased (to as much as 45 Bev) both 
by increases in the power ol the driving 
klystrons and by adding klystrons at rela
tively modest cost. By virtue of this fiext
bility, it can belong to more than one gen
eration of machines. 

Dr. Panofsky is the leading expert in 
the world in the use of linear electron 
accelerators and he has built up a team 
of some 20 or 30 highly qualified scien
tists at Stanford. The only place in the 
world where this machine can be built at 
the present time is in the United States, 
and the only place in the United States 
is at Stanford University. 

The reason for that is that Stanford 
University is the only place not only in 
the United States but also in the world 
where the nucleus of a team of this kind 
has been brought together. I invite at
tention to the fact that if we continue to 
delay the construction of this very much 
needed scientific device, this team is apt 
to deteriorate, and a great deal of time 
will be lost. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FoNG 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Iowa yield to the Senator from Rhode 
Island? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield to the 
Senator. 

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator con
cede that since the time this linear elec
tron accelerator was first planned and 
considered, there have been several 
variations? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. There have 
been some slight variations, which have 
dealt almost entirely with the foundation 
of the machine, the question of whether 
it should be in a tunnel or whether it 
should be what they call a ''cut-and
cover" on the surface. It is a matter of 
geology more than anything else, not re
lated to the scientific importance. 

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator fur
ther concede that since this machine was 
first planned there has been a serious 
question as to what the ultimate cost of 
the :final project may be? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. There 
is always a serious question about the 
cost of any pioneering project. 

I do not agree with some of the argu
ments which have been made that the 
possible or potential increased cost of this 
particular device will skyrocket to the 
same extent and to the same percentage 
it has with respect to certain other accel
erators, because of the history we have 
in respect to the operation and to the 
manufacture and production of this par
ticular general type of machine. I think 
we have more accurate and more reliable 
estimates of the cost of this type of accel
erator than we have had With regard to 

the cost of many machines proposed for whether the project should be bullt now 
construction in the past. ' or whether it should be built in the 

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator future. · 
further concede that since the project The Bureau of the Budget believes 
was originally considered a serious ques- the project should be built now, and has 
tion has arisen as to the cost of electric requested it in the budget. The Atomic 
current which might be furnished for Energy Commission believes it should be 
the operation of the accelerator, and built now, and has requested it. I join 
that a study was undertaken, at the in- in their opinion. I believe the project 
sistence of the Joint Committee, and should be built now and should not have 
that as a result new :figures have been been cut out of the program. 
gathered, which now place us in a posi- I should like to quote again from Dr. 
tion where the cost of the power might Haworth: 
be half of what it was originally esti- In summary, those of us who have so en
mated when the project was first con- thusia.stically endorsed this proposal have 
sidered? done so because this Linac is the best and 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not indeed the only means to fill a Vital need for 
think the Joint committee can take sharply focused electron beams of higher 
credit for all of the study. The Atomic energies and far higher intensities than 

otherwise available; because with minor in
Energy Commission itself instituted terruptions in its use and modest capital 
studies, also. The Joint Committee was outlay its energy can be increased to even 
very helpful along that line. higher values; and finally and importantly 

The studies were instituted. Studies because Professor Panofsky, Professor Hof
are constantly going on with every plant stad.ter, Professor Ginzton and their col
as to the reduction of electrical cost. I leagues constitute a group of research physi
think it was a routine examination of cists and accelerator engineers that is un-
this particular eloment of the cost of excelled in general and is unequalled in the 

"'· construction and utilization of linear ac
construction which brought about the celerators. 
result. 

Mr. PASTORE. I do not want to in
terrupt the line of thought of the dis
tinguished Senator, with whom I am 
more often in agreement rather than 
disagreement. This is a rather unusual 
occasion, in respect to this particular 
phase of our program, that we are in 
disagreement. 

I have read the record of the debate 
in the House of Representatives very 
sincerely and attentively. I have read 
the record of the hearings, as closely as 
I could, -because I am not a member of 
the subcommittee which held the hear
ings. 

Funda.Dlentally, I do not think we 
ought to leave the impression that the 
committee, as such, is opposed to the 
building of the accelerator. There is 
merely a question in regard to whether 
we need more definitive information and 
data before a project of this size and this 
magnitude is undertaken, as a matter of 
authorization at this time. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I agree with 
the Senator that the committee mem
bers who voted against the -project have 
freely expressed themselves as believing 
this is an essential-project and a worthy 
project which has to be built some time. 
The only reason which was given
which to me is not a sufficient reason 
and not a good reason-is that we need 
more time for a "look see" at this mat
ter. I think we all agree it is a per
fectly worthwhile project and that it will 
be built. 

I had not intended to get into this 
matter at this particular point, but I will 
say that there are escalated costs each 
year, which are a factor. There are 
various estimates of around 5 or 6 or 7 
percent of escalated costs each year we 
delay this, which will be added to the 
total cost. It is a tremendously costly 
operation. 

The only disagreement I :find, so far as 
I can determine, between my particular 
view and t..hat of the majority of the · 
committee members, is over the question 

Accelerators are needed to explore the 
basic secrets of the universe to tell us 
the makeup of atoms, protons, neutrons, 
electrons, and strange particles. In the 
past, these experiments have led to dis
coveries of new elements and particles, 
some of which have been extremely im
portant in our atomic weapon and na
tional defense programs. This machine, 
according to the testimony of all our 
scientists, is. the necessary next step in 
our high-energy physics program, and I 
quote as follows from the testimony of 
Dr. John H. Williams, Aro Commis
'sioner and former Director of the Divi
sion of Research: 

The 10 to 20 Bev electron linear accelera
tor proposed by Stanford University should 
be the next major step in the high-energy 
physics program of the country. The con
struction and operation of this machine will 
put in the hands of the U.S. physicists a 
most necessary tool if we are to achieve 
maximum scientific progress. 

UNANIMOUS SUPPORT BY THE SCIENTISTS 

Mr. President, this measure has the 
unanimous support of the scientists. 
Normally the unanimous support of any 
particular organization or group would 
not necessarily be governing, but when 
we are dealing with a matter which is as 
intricate as this particular matter is, the 
unanimous opinion of the scientists who 
are knowledgeable in this particular :field 
becomes a matter of ·great importance 
indeed. 

This accelerator has been reviewed 
since 1957 by a series of high-level panels 
of distinguished. scientists, each of which 
has unanimously recommended proceed
ing with this machine. The most recent 
review was in January 1960, by a special 
panel of members of the President's 
Science Advisory Committee and the 
Atomic Energy Commission General Ad
visory Committee and I quote from the 
letter dated February 5, 1960, from Dr. 
Piore, chairman of the panel: 

In particular, this panel Wishes to rea.f
firm its recommendation to start immedi
ately the construction of the linear electron 
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accelerator proposed by Stanford University, . 
and to express its concern about the delay 
which has been encountered in authorizing 
this machine to date. All the experimental 
potentialities of this machine, which the 
panel foresaw last year, still look as attrac
tive as they did then. In addition, new po
tentialities have developed for which tliis 
high-intensity, high-energy, electron ma
chine is well suited. 

I wish to call attention to certain 
phrases in the quotation which I just 
read. Dr. Piore said: 

In particular, this panel wishes • • • to 
express its concern about the delay which 
has been encountered in authorizing this 
machine to date. 

He says also: 
This panel wishes to reaffirm its recom

mendation to start immediately the con
struction of the linear electron accelerator 
proposed by Stanford University. 

Considering the rather restrained ver
biage which scientific men sometimes use 
in their reports and in their statements, 
one can understand the serious and vital 
nature of the recommendations which 
they are making here. They are not 
given to emotional outbursts, but the 
language used here is very significant; it 
is positive and urgent. 

In addition, scientists from other ad
vanced accelerator projects, such as a 
group of Midwestern universities, have 
also supported the Stanford project. I 
should like to quote from the testimony 
of Dr. Rollefson, director of MURA, 
which initials stand for Midwestern Uni
versities Research Association: 

It is a pleasure for me, as a representative 
of the Midwestern Universities Research As
sociation, to have an opportunity to give our 
enthUsiastic support to the ·recommended 
authorization of the Stanford linear electron 
accelerator. The reasons for supporting this 
program have been so well and completely 
portrayed in the report of the special panel 
appointed by the President's Scientific Ad
visory Committee that I feel there is little 
of importance that I can add. 

Mr. President, in this whole field we 
are in competition with the Russians, or 
the Russians are in competition with us, 
whichever way one wishes to consider it. 

COMPETITION WITH SOVIET RUSSIA 

The United States leads the world in 
high energy physics, but Soviet Russia 
has been making increased efforts in this 
field. High energy physics is an area 
which has aroused enthusiasm and ex
citement among many of our best scien
tific minds. These machines are admit
tedly very expensive. But in a race of 
this nature we can be sure that our Soviet 
competitors will not slacken in their 
efforts to catch up with us. I quote from 
the separate views of our committee 
report. Separate views were filed by 
several of, us wlio disagreed with the 
committee report eliminating this proj
ect. In those separate views we said: 

The Stanford accelerator would permit ex
ploration into a new field (light, charged 
particles at high energy) not now adequately 
covered by the U.S. high-energy physics pro
gram or that of any other nation. By going 
ahead with this research tool, our scientists 
will be in a position, we feel, to make dis
coveries that will bring our country distinc
tion in a highly competitive field among 

scientists . throughout the world, including 
Russia. 

The Russians have three accelerators 
scheduled to start up in 1960 and 1961, in
cluding a 2 Bev electron linear accelerator 
at Kharkov, and they have announced a 4 
Bev electron linear accelerator planned for 
construction at Kharkov. Even discounting . 
the Russian claims, the Stanford 10 to 20 
Bev accelerator would. be the acknowledged 
leader in this dynamic area of science, and 
would offer opportunity for some positive 
U.S. "firsts." 

The Stanford accelerator will also round 
out our program· by giving a better balance 
between light particle (electron) and heavy 
particle (proton) accelerators. 

PREVIOUS STUDIES AND COST ESTIMATES 

This project has been thoroughly 
studied, including estimates of costs. I 
ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
RECORD at this point a chronology of de
velopments of the Stanford linear ac
celerator project, as prepared by the 
AEC. 

There being no objection, the summary 
discussion and chronology of develop
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STANFORD luNEAR ACCELERATOR PROJEC~ 

SUMMARY DisCUSSION AND CHRONOLOGY OF 
DEVELOPMENT 

1. The Stanford linear accelerator proj
ect has been under development for a num
ber of years, and has been given active con
sideration in Government circles for about 3 
years. In its early stages of development, 
technical as well as financial support for 
preliminary research and development was 
provided by the Office of Naval Research, 
with AEC participation, both through the 
AEC-ONR research program and through 
direct support of components' development. 

2. On May 4, 1959, after approval of the 
project by the President, the project was 
placed under AEC cognizance. Proposed 
legislation to authorize an appropriation of 
$105 million for the project was submitted 
to the Congress on May 27, 1959. 

3. On July 14 and 16, 1959, the Joint Com
mittee held hearings on the Stanford au
thorization bill. AEC testified, as did rep
resentatives of Stanford University. The 
Joint Committee did not report the bill out. 

4. On July 19, 1959, Chairman McCone 
and Commissioner Williams (Dr. Williams 
was then Director of Division of Research) 
visited Stanford University, examined the 
site and the plans for the facilities, and 
engaged in extensive discussions with uni
versity officials and staff. These discus
sions raised the following questions: 

(a) Feasibility of the site and adequacy of 
the design features of the machine from a 
standpoint of possible earthquake damage. 
(It was noted that the proposed tunnels 
were within a few miles of the San Andreas 
Fault which is a source of most seismic 
disturbances in the San Francisco Bay area); 

(b) The reliability and adequacy of the 
construction and operating cost estimates; 

(c) Possible conflicts of interest on the 
part of Stanford personnel who would be 
assigned to the project. 
It was apparent from these discussions 
that insufficient geological investigation had 
been carried out by Stanford University to 
give assurance on the question of seismic 
risk at the proposed site. 

5. In the fall of 1959, AEC authorized ex
tensive core drillings and geological studies 
to assess the seismic risk. These studies and 
drillings revealed that unexpected subsur
face conditions would be encountered at the 
proposed site which would substantially in
crease the cost of the accelerator tunnels, 

although no evidence was developed that the 
tunnels would be susceptible to earthquake 
damage. 

6. After a review of cost estimates sup
piled by Stanford University, AEC, in Sep
tember 1959, commissioned J. A. Blume and 
associates, architect engineers and special
ists in earthquake resistant construction, to 
prepare detailed cost estimates of site prepa
ration and construction of fac111ties to house 
the machine, as well as supporting fac111ties, 

· to reevaluate the feasibility of the original 
site, and to consider alternate sites pos
sibly offering better and, therefore, less 
costly geological conditions. These engi
neering studies were made at a cost of about 
$75,000 to AEC: 

(a) Blume & Associates reported that 
whereas Stanford had estimated the con
struction to cost $105 million at the original 
site, it would more prooably cost $125,700,000. 
Blume did not foreclose the original site be
cause of the earthquake hazard. 

(b) Blume & Associates surveyed sev
eral alternate sites and concluded that the 
most feasible site is another site on the 
Stanford property known as Sand Hills. 

(c) Blume & Associates have, there
fore, recommended the above alternate 
site, but have proposed the elimination of 
the tunnels as originally designed and the 
substitution of less expensive cut-and-fill 
type of construction-possible at the new 
site because of different subsurface condi
tions. Construction costs at the new site 
would, in the opinion of Blume & Asso
ciates, cost $107,200,000. 

7. Conflict of interests: A thorough in
vestigation was carried out by the AEC's Divi
sion of Inspection. It was determined that 
certain key personnel at Stanford Univer
sity had interests-financial, consultative, 
or managerial-in a manufacturing concern 
known as Varian Associates, a highly quali
fied manufacturer of klystron tubes and 
other equipment vital to the Stanford ac
celerator. This conflict has been resolved 
by Varian Associates through removing 
themselves as a potential supplier for any 
equipment for the Stanford accelerator, ex
cept at no profit and on request from the 
Government. The conflict problem also ex
tended to other firms who might be sup
pliers of electronic components. These 
other possible conflicts are not of such se
rious moment. (Varian Associates was the 
principal problem.) 

8. Another aspect of the conflict-of-inter
est problem arose from the fact that Stan
ford University itself receives royalties from 
the sale of klystron tubes. (Patent rights 
are owned joinly by Stanford, Varian, and 
Sperry Rand Corp.) This has been resolved 
by the board of trustees of Stanford Uni
versity agreeing to waive all royalties on 
klystron tubes supplied for this lineax: accel
erator. 

9. The Stanford accelerator project and 
the decision to proceed had been part of an 
overall study of high-energy physics origi
nated in mid-1958. In November 1958, a 
committee from the membership of the 

. President's Science Advisory Committee and 
the AEC's General Advisory Committee pre
pared a report on the Nation's high-energy 
physics program. The report assigned 
highest priority to the completion of con
struction and to the operation of other high
energy physics projects in being or under 
construction. It also recommended the con-

. struction of the Stanford accelerator as the 
first new undertaking. 

10. This committee again reviewed the ac
celerator problem early this year and sub
mitted its report on February 5. They re
iterated the importance of the Stanford ac
celerator and recommended its construction. 
They also ezpressed concern over what they 
considered to be the inadequacies of the 1960 
and 1961 budgets for high energy physics. 
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11. The problem of high energy physics has 

caused the Atomic Energy Com.m1sslon con
siderable concern because of the mounttng) 
construction: costs a.s compared with ortg
ina.l estimates, and the sharp upward trend · 
in annual ,operating costs as compared with. 
original estimates. 

12. In s'uinmary, there are six major accel
erator projects now under construction 
which were originally estimated to cost $72 
million. They will actually cost about $182 
million when completed, with modifications 
to permit maximum utilization. The operat
ing costs for these projects were originally 
estimated at $13,700,000 per year, whereas 
current estimates are $68,400,000 per year. 
If we add to this the proposed Stanford proj-. 
ect, with its construction cost of $107,200,000 
and its annual operating cost of $15 million 
per year, we will be committed to $289,200,-
000 for construction of accelerators and $83,-
400,000 for their operation yearly. This, plus 
other research in high energy physics will 
result in annual expenditures of $125 million 
for this field of science in 1965 and years 
following. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
RECORD a copy of a letter dated April 28, 
1960, to Congressman VAN ZANDT from 
AEC Chairman John A. McCone, which 
demonstrates that the $3 million design 
and engineerir-g authorization will result 
in increased costs and will delay the com
mencement of useful experiments. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U .8. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
April 28, 1960. 

DEAR MR. VAN ZANDT: This is in response 
to your letter of April 21, 1960. The answers 
to the questions raised therein have been 
prepared with the aid of the interested per
sonnel at Stanford University and the statf 
of the San .Francisco operations office of the 
AEC. 

"1. U construction should be authorized 
by June 1, 1960, when, under projected 
schedules, would construction be completed? 
When could beam start up and useful experi
ments commence?" 

Answer. If construction is authorized June 
1, 1960, construction could be completed and 
the beam started up by July 1965. Useful 
experiments could commence July 1966. 

"2. Same questions, on the assumption 
that $3 million 'design and engineering' 
is authorized this year and construction 
authorized by June 1, 1961." 

Answer. If $3 million is authorized in 
fiscal 1960 for design and engineering and 
construction is authorized by June 1, 1961, 
all construction could be completed and the 
beam started up in the interval January
April 1966. Useful experiments could start 
in the interval January-April 1967. 

A tabulation of the ,construction cost esti
mates and completion dates for the various 
alternatives is shown below: 

Plan 
Construe- Comple
tion cost tion (use

esti- ful experi-
mate ments) 

Millions Years 
Full authorization now------------ $107.2 6 
$3 million authorized now, re-

mainder authorized 1961_________ 1110.0 
Delay any authorization until196L 1113. 0 

67H% 
7 

1 The increased .costs represent escalation occasioned 
by the estimated delay in the completion of the project. 
In addition, Stanford estimates that the uncertain status 
and inefficiency resulting from partial authorization will 
probably add an additional $1,000,000 to the total project 
cost. 

If the project were authorized in this ses
sion of Congress for design and engineer
ing only, and was not fully authorized until 

June 1961, lt appears that the most serious 
effect wiU be in the lack of ab111ty to recruit 
certain 1LdditionaJ. key scientists whGm Stan
ford considers are essential for the develop
ment and design of the accelerator and er
perimenta.l facilities. · Testimony covering 
the views of scientific witnesses on this 
point was given before the SUbcommittee on 
Research and Development and the Subcom
mittee on Legislation of the .Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy on July 14 and 15, 1959, 
by Dr. Ginzton (p. 189), Dr. Smyth (p. 208), 
and Dr. Rollefson (p. 230). 

In response to our specific query, Stanford 
University now states to us: 

"We are experiencing some difficulty at the 
present time in keeping our present staff, 
the nucleus of the project, together, and 
there is serious danger that a number of the 
principal scientists on the statf will leave the 
univers~ty's employ because of the continu
ing uncertainty concerning full authoriza
tion of the project. 

"The number of physicists and engineeJ:S 
presently involved in project agreement No.1 
work is 27. We had planned to increase this 
to an average of 60 man-years during the 
first year of integrated development and con
struction activities, in which we would also 

, be subcontra.ctlng all work that could be rea
sonably done that way. Under the existing 
circumstances we think we could recruit only 
five or six more physicists and engineers than 
we now have. Moreover, it is not likely that 
these new people will be of the excellence we 
had intended. Undoubtedly a partial au
thorization will not be attractive to scientists 
having tenure in other institutions or who 
otherwise require long-term commitments. 
As an example 'it would be impossible tore
cruit experienced high-energy particle physi
cists who would be involved in more detailed 
calculations of shielding or study of other 
probleins related to the utilization of the 
machine. This work is necessary for its de
sign. Given full authorization this year we 
believe that we could staff to the extent and 
excellence that was originally contemplated. 

"It should be noted also that .a part of the 
Blume first-year schedule involved partial 
construction of laboratories, shops, etc., 
needed to accommodate the increasing ·staff 
contemplated for the second year. This 
would not be possible under the partial 
authorization and hence will also complicate · 
our staffing problem in the year beginning 
July 1961, if construction authorization were 
given then.'' 

With respect to the question of how much 
progress could be made in the next y~ar 
under "design and engineering" authoriza
tion with the broad authorization language 
contained in the committee report as com
pared with authorization of construction, lt 
is clear that some progress could be made 
which would reduce the delay in construc
tion when full authorization for construction 
was approved. Design could be well along on 
the master site plan, site foundation studies, 
the klystron test laboratory and the admin
istration 'and engineering and science bul.ld
ings. At least preliminary design could be 
done on other buildings and structures and 
utilities and roads. Some progress could be 
made on the design of the accelerator com
ponents . and the accelerator test section. 
Design on the administration and engineer
ing and science buildings and possibly some 
other facilities could be near enough com
plete that construction could begin very soon 
after funds were avallable for this purpose. 
The extent of progress on design of the ac
celerator proper and of testing facilities 
would be directly related to Stanford's abil
ity to recruit top scientific and engineering 
staff for development of design criteria. 

In July of 1959 Dr. Williams, then Director 
of the Division of Research, and I visited 
Stanford University, examined the site and 
the plans ·.for the facilities, and engaged in 
extensive discussions with university officials 
and staff. As a result of these discussions 

and our direct Investigations, ·several impor
tant questions were ra.ised. These included 
adequacy 'Of the site and of design features 
of the ma.cb.ine from the standpoint of pos
sible earthquake damage: the reliability and 
adequacy of construction and operating cost 
estimates; possible conflicts of interest in 
the case of certain Stanford personnel asso
ciated with a potential supplier of major 
components of accelerator equipment; and 
questions of royalties accruing to Stanford 
University on the purchase by the Govern
ment of klystron tubes for the accelerator. 

Following the identifi.Ca.tion of the fore
going questions and after consultation with 
the Joint Committee and in cooperation with 
Stanford University, the Commission initi
ated a series of actions which would resolve 
these questions. As a consequence, when the 
Commission appeared before the Joint Com
mittee in March and requested full authori
zation for the project, the Commission was 
in a position to report to the committee that 
these questions had been resolved. The po
sition of the Commission, therefore, remains 
unchanged. 

The Stanford accelerator is the next logi
cal step in the Nation's high ener.gy physics 
program. The construction and operation of 
the machine will provide our scientists with 
a.n essential tool with which to further our 
knowledge of fundamental particles consti
tuting the basic units of all matter. The 
earlier it can be completed and placed into 
operation the sooner will its contributions 
be realized and the greater wlll be our .assur
ance of continued U.S. leadership in this 
important .scientific field. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN A. McCoNE, 

Chairman. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I understand. 
that the Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN
NETT] plans to develop these points in 
more detail. 

Last year the Joint Committee held 
full hearings on the Stanford accel
erator, published as a 649-page docu
ment, containing a wealth of . technical 
data and justification support. · During 
these hearings I discussed the Stanford 
accelerator with Dr. Nonnan F. Ram
sey, professor of physics at Harvard Uni
versity, and 'I quote from page 224 of 
the hearings·: 

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Do you feel that it 
is a needed development? 

Dr. RAMSEY. Yes. 
Senator HICKENLOoPEit. And in the long 

run over the years that this accelerator will 
give us answers which will be vitally needed 
in the development of science? 

Dr. RAMSEY. I do, indeed. 
Senator HICKENLOOPER. Of course, we have 

to balance from a practical standpoint the 
cost as against the anticipated results. If 
the reasonably anticipated results are very 
great, then the cost item settles itself only 
down to a matter of lesser significance. 

Dr. RAMSEY. That is right. 
Senator HICKENLOOPER. That is, whether 

we are throwing money away needlessly on 
certain gadgetry or not, the basic cost be
comes insignificant as far as the overall 
good is concerned. From any point of view, 
if this is a machine that is greatly needed 
and will contribute proportionately to the 
advancement of our knowledge, then I think 
the cost item is comparatively a minor mat
ter. We can spend $100 million on a battle
ship or a cruiser, $300 million on .a nuclear 
carrier, which perhaps we need-I don't say 
we don't--but when one compares the cost 
of something like this with the cost of other 
things, we ·can well make the expenditure, 
I think, if the anticipated results seem 1io 
war:ra,nt. 

Dr. RAMSEY. I think there is no question 
but what very important new information 
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which cannot be gained J.n any, other way 
will be obtainecl from this nutchi:qe. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The basic question here is whether the 
Senate will 1 vote to proceed now with 
a high energy physics project unani
mously recommended by our scientists, 
or whether we will permit only a partial 
authorization that will delay the project 
and discourage our scientists. This proj
ect is needed to round out our high 
energy, light particle, program, and to 
assure us leadership over Soviet Russia. 
I urge all Members of the Senate to sup
port my amendment to authorize in full 
the linear electron accelerator proposed 
by Stanford University. 

Mr. President I conclude by saying, 
as I have said before in my remarks, 
that this machine will be built. It is 
needed, and vitally needed. It is au
thorized in the budget. It is requested 
by the Atomic Energy Commission. It 
should be included in the program. I 
opposed many projects in the bill which 
were not included in the budget, but I 
supported putting into the program this 
essential scientific research tool which 
was included in the budget and which 
is demanded by the Commission. 

I hope the Senate will adopt the 
amendment. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I join 
with my colleague from Iowa in express
ing the hope that the Senate will vote 
in favor of the amendment o:ffered by 
him, to authorize in full the Stanford 
linear electron accelerator, as proposed 
by the President, the Atomic Energy 
Commission, and the ·scientific com
munity. 

The Senator fro::n Iowa [Mr. HICKEN
LOOPER] has already described the unique 
technical promise of this machine, the 
reasons for the scientific support, and 
its importance in our competition with 
Soviet Russia. 

I should like to point out that the 
majority members of the committee do 
not oppose the project, but favor partial, 
rather than full, authorization at this 
time. I will then demonstrate that full 
authorization now will save money in 
the long run, will save time, and that 
it is necessary to recruit a sta:ff of sci
entists and engineers. 

First. The committee majority mem
bers do not oppose the Stanford accel
erator, but recommend partial rather 
than full authorization. Let me quote 
from pages 8 and 9 of Senate Report No. 
1277, the report of the Joint Committee 
on this bill: 

The Joint Committee appreciates the re
markable achievements and scientific ad
vances that have been accomplished by these 
"atom smashers" in the past, and is fully 
confident that even more remarkable dis
coveries will be made in the not too distant 
future. · 

The Joint Committee recognizes that an 
accelerator of this type could make a v~lua
ble addition to our national high-energy 
physics program, but believes that more 
design and engineering might result 1n 
better cost estimates before construction 1s 
authorized. 

I shall discuss the disadvantages of a 
partial "design and engineering" author
ization a little later. 

OVI---620 

Now let us look at the debate on the 
floor of the House of Representatives on 
this bill last Friday, May 6, 1960. Rep
resentative DURHAM, the vice chairman 
of the committee, said: 

I am not opposed to going on with this 
project in an orderly fashion. I think we 
ought to go into all promising research work 
in the accelerator field, both in regard to 
heavy particles and light particles. . 

As I said, I am not opposed to any of these 
projects. I made the motion to put $3 
million in here and let AEC come back with 
a thorough study to show this body exactly 
what it is going to cost. 

Representative CHET HoLIFIELD said, 
in response to a question from Repre
sentative HosMER: 

Mr. HOSMER. I have consulted my figures 
and I have confidence in them. 

May I ask this question: In view of the 
unanimous testimony that a linear accelera
tor of this size and power is a basic tool 
necessary for the Nation's scientific advance
ment, does the gentleman feel that there is 
any question about eventually building that 
machine in this country? 

Mr. HoLIFIELD. The gentleman has very 
clearly stated that the position of the ma
jority is not against the building of this 
type of accelerator a.t the proper time, but 
the question of the majority on this item 
is as it has been on other items, to properly 
and carefully look at the preparatory work 
that has been done and to select the timing 
to initiate such a gigantic undertaking. We 
are furnishing $3 million for them to start 
on their design and engineering work. 

Finally Representative MELVIN PRICE, 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Re
search and Development said: 

I personally favor further consideration of 
the project early next year and I personally 
-will appreciate the opportunity within a 
short time of voting for full authorization 
for the Stanford accelerator. 

So I think it is clear that the scientific 
merits of the project are recognized, and 
supported by all members of the .Joint 
Committee. The only question is the 
method and timing of legislative author
ization. 

Second. Partial authorization will re
sult in increased costs and delay in be
ginning experiments. Let me quote from 
the letter dated April 28, 1960, to Repre
sentative VAN ZANDT from John A. 
McCone, Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission: 

A tabulation of the construction cost esti
mates and completion dates for the various 
alternatives is shown below: 

Plan 
Construe- Compl&
tion cost tion (use

est!- ful experl-
mate ments) 

Million8 Years 
Full authorization now-- ---------- $107. 2 6 
$3 million authorized now, re-

mainder in 1961_ __ -------------- 1 110.0 67ll-6M 
Delay any authorization unti1196L 1 113. 0 7 

1 The increased costs represent escalation occasioned 
by the estimated delay in the completion of the project. 
In addition, Stanford estimates that the uncertain status 
and inefficiency resulting from partial authorization will 
probably add an additional $1,000,000 to the total project 
cost. 

The Stanford acceler81tor is the next logi
cal step in the Nation's high energy physics 
program: The construction and operation 
of the machine :will provide , our scientists 
with an essential tool with which to further 

Qur kp.owl~dge of funda_mental particles 
constituting the basic units of all matter. 
The earlier it ca:q. be completed and placed 
into operation, the sooner will its contribu
tions be realized and the greater will be 
our assurance of continued U.S. leadership 
in this important scientific field. 

Let me quote also from the three-vol
ume detailed engineering analysis by J. 
A. Blume & Associates: 

If the project is not authorized and oper
ations initiated so that this schedule can 
be followed, the cost estimates should be in
creased at the rate of 5 percent per year 
for escalation. 

·From the above, it seems clear to me 
that the method of authorization in this 
bill will raise eventual total costs by at 
least $3 or $4 million, perhaps $5 or $6 
million-5 percent of $107 million-and 
will delay commencement of useful ex
periments by at least one-half to three
fourths of a year, even assuming prompt 
authorization next year. 

For these reasons, once the technical 
merit of the project is recognized-as 
it is-and thorough engineering studies 
have been made-as they have-it seems 
clear to me that the businesslike thing 
to do now is to proceed expeditiously. 
We will save money, and time in our 
scientific race with the Russians, by au
thorizing the project in full now. 

Now I come to the third and very 
important problem involved. 

Third. Partial authorization will de
lay recruitment of a scientific and en
gineering staff for this project. Let me 
quote again from Mr. McCone's letter 
of April 28, 1960: 

If the project were authorized in this 
session of Congress . for "design and engi
neering" only, and was not fully authorized 
until June 1961, it appears that the most 
serious effect will be in the lack of ab111ty 
to recruit certain additional key scientists 
whom Stanford considers are essential for 
the development and design of the accelera
tor and experimental fac1lities. 

In response to our spepific query, Stan
ford University now states to us: 

"We are experiencing some difficulty at the 
present time in keeping our present staff, 
the nucleus of the project, together, and 
there is serious danger that a number of 
the principal scientists on the staff will leave 
the university's employ because of the con
tinuing uncertainty concerning full author
ization of the project. 

"The number of physicists and engineers 
presently involved in project agreement No. 
1 work is 27. We had planned to increase 
this to an average of 60 man-years during 
the first year of integrated development and 
construction activities, in which we would 
also be subcontracting all work that could 
be reasonably done that way. Under the 
existing circumstances we think we could 
recruit only five or six more physicists and 
engineers than we now have. Moreover, it 
is not likely that these new people will be 
of the excellence we had intended. Un
doubtedly a partial authorization will not be 
attractive to scientists having tenure in 
other institutions or who otherwise require 
long-term commitments." 

During the 1959 hearings on the Stan
ford accelerator, the possibility of par
tial authorization was also suggested. 
The discouraging e:ffect of such an au
thorization was described by Dr. Smyth 
of Princeton University, a former AEC 

·Commissioner. 
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I quote from page 208 of the 1959 
hearings: 

Representative PRICE. Dr. Smyth, do you 
feel it is desirable to authorize the full 
amount of the cost estimate at this time, 
rather than to authorize only a sufllcient 
amount to carry on design and engineering? 

Dr. SMYTH. I feel very strongly, Mr. Price, 
that the full amount should be authorized 
at this time. This is a point that I did not 
cover in my statement, but as I said at the 
beginning of my testimony, I do want to talk 
about it. I have had some experience in the 
past with situations where preliminary de
s~gn was authorized or research was author
ized on a project, and then there was a long 
delay before further authorization came 
through. This is extremely demoralizing. It 
makes it difficult to assemble a staff, and once 
the staff is assembled, and then there is de
lay in further authorization, the staff dis
appears and it becomes extremely difficult to 
reassemble the staff. In this case particular
ly, where the design is so fully worked out in 
the sense of depending on components that 
are already in use, and where, as I under
stand it, a machine could be built that would 
be very useful even without further devel
opment of the components, I think it would 
be very undesirable to give partial authoriza
tion. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

In conclusion, Mr. President, let me 
restate my three points: 

First. The committee majority mem
bers do not oppose the Stanford acceler
ator, but recommend partial rather than 
full authorization. 

Second. Partial authorization prob
ably will result in increased costs and 
delay in beginning experiments. 

Third. Partial authorization will de
lay recruitment of a scientific and engi
neering stan: for this project. 

For these reasons I believe we should 
proceed with full authorization now of 
this important project, and I hope the 
Senate will support the Hickenlooper 
amendment. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Utah yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. BENNETT. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. I am somewhat 

confused by the contention that by de
ferring action we may increase the ulti
mate costs of the project. As the Sen
ator said, members of the committee were 
not entirely willing to proceed imme
diately with the project, feeling that we 
should move cautiously. 

A year ago, the Joint Committee held 
a hearing on the proposed linear ac
celerator. For some reason, the facts 
were not available, and there was a delay 

Is it not'true that in -1959 the AEC pro
posed to get electric :Power at 9 mills per 
kilowatt-hour, and because of the in
sistence, partially, of the Joint Commit
tee on Atomic Energy, during the recess 
the Atomic Energy Commission made ar
rangements to get power at 4% mills 
from the Department of the Interior, 
thereby saving from $660,000 to more 
than $1 million a · year? Is that not 
essentially true? 

Mr. BENNETT. That is essentially 
correct; but it seems to me that that does 
not bear directly on the problem before 
us, because it will be 6 years, at best, 
before this project will be fully opera
tive. In that period of 6 years, I should 

assume that the preliminary estimates 
which may have developed the cost of 
9 mills would be restudied and reviewed 
so that it could be determined whether 
the project was ready for electricity, and 
all possible opportunities to reduce the 
cost of electricity had been explored, as 
they have been explored in the period be
tween 1959 and now. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Reference was 
made to a letter received by the Joint 
Committee from the Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, indicating 
that if we proceeded immediately with 
the authorization and construction, the 
completion of the entire project might 
take about 6 years; whereas if we merely 
proceeded with more caution and addi
tional engineering surveys, it could take 
6% years. The di1rerence in time is only 
6 months. 

Does the Senator from U.tah feel that 
the time element of 6 months is so vitally 
important at this time? 

Mr. BENNETT. I feel that this is the 
type of machine or type of project on 
which the basic engineering has been 
done. Stanford is operating linear ac
celerators now, but they are very much 
shorter. Having achieved that basic 
material, it does not seem to me that 
there is any reason to delay for 6 months 
or a year while we talk about getting 
more engineering information. 

This particular program is in a pe
culiar situation. Everybody seems to 
want it; yet we are now divided within 
the committee on the question: Shall we 
cut the dog's tail by $3 million this year, 
or shall we commit ourselves to the 
whole project? Having committed the 
$3 million, as can be seen from the com
ments already made by the persons who 
supported the majority position, almost 
everyone expects that next year we will 
move in and authorize the completion 
of the project. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Reference has 
been made to the fact that last year the 
Joint Committee tentatively approved 
this project but, for some reason, was 
unwilling to authorize the full amount 
for construction. 

Is it not true that because of that 
delay some indication developed that 
the original site for the project was 
changed, so that the slight delay did 
not really retard the eventual success 
of the project, but actually made it likely 
to be more successful? 

Mr. BENNETT. It is my feeling that 
the answer to the Senator's question is 
the same as the answer I gave him with 
respect to the power problem. If the 
bill had been reported with full authori
zation before construction actually could 
have been undertaken, they would be 
making the tests which have been made 
pending authorization, and I am certain 
that some discovery would have been 
made, and the answer would have been 
the same anyWay. 

It seems to me that the problem of site 
is not quite the same as the problem of 
the authorization of the construction of 
the machine. The fact that the original 
site suggested proved to be an unsound 
one and the fact that a better solution 
for the place in which to put the machine 
has been worked out should not influence 

us in our ultimate decision as to whether 
we want such a machine. I think we 
want the machine. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr .. President, at this 
point will the Senator from Utah yield 
tome? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Mc
CARTHY in the chair). Does the Sena
tor from Utah yield to the Senator from 
Rhode Island? 

Mr. BENNETT. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. On the very question 

about the judiciousness of proceeding 
with the haste being advocated by my 
distinguished friend, the Senator from 
Utah, let me ask a question: Is it not 
a fact that if we had not proceeded with 
caution a year ago, when the first report 
was filed with the committee, we would 
have committed ourselves to a project 
which would have entailed the expendi
ture of $126 million, to build a tunnel 2 
miles long? 

Now it is planned, instead, to work 
above the ground, rather than below 
ground; and the anticipated expenditure 
will be $107 million, or a saving of $19 
million. But if it had not been for the 
care exercised by the Joint Committee, 
the tunnel, at considerably greater ex
pense, would have been authorized. 
That is the point we make. 

Of course we are going to have an 
accelerator. Some say we should have 
it at once. Our committee is saying 
that this project is of tremendous 
magnitude and, on the basis of the pres
ent plans, it is estimated to cost the tax
payers of the Nation $107 million. How
ever, by the time we get through, judging 
by the experience had with other projects 
in the same field, this one may cost the 
taxpayers $207 million. 

The Joint Committee, which is the 
watchdog of the people's money spent ~ 
this field, favors this project, and does 
not question the sincerity of those who 
advocate construction of the project, but 
asks them to make a further study of the 
project, and prepare a better estimate, 
so that when the project is finally au
thorized, ·we shall be able to say to the 
taxpayers, "We have spent your money 
judiciously." 

That is all this matter amounts to; it is 
as simple as that. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the 
two comments which have been made in 
the course of my remarks--one by the 

·senator from Idaho [Mr. DwoRSHAKJ 
and the other by the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE]-have been 
with respect to supplementary matters. 
I do not believe we have ever had more 
complete data on the basic machine it
self that we have in regard to this ma
chine, because, back~ng it up, we have 
the actual experience at Stanford with 
the operation of linear accelerators. 

These projects have been developed to 
a size never before reached, and they in
volve questions of electric energy and 
questions of the best place for the accel
erator-whether it should be placed in a 
tunnel, or whether it should be placed 
in a trench, and then covered over. 

It seems to me that both of these are 
supplementary problems. But the fun
damental problem is that we are here 
dealing with a machine which has been 
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designed by those at Stanford, where 
similar units have been tested with re
markable results. 

So the fundamental · question is 
whether we are going to build the ma
chine; and, if so, when? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Utah yield? 

Mr. BENNETT. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. This matter 

has been "kicking· around" ever since 
1957. This is not a "Johnny-come
lately" operation. 

As regards every activity in which the 
Atomic Energy Commission has been en
gaged-whether in the field of acceler
ators, or power reactors, or other types 
of fac111ties-every accelerator and every 
installation in this field could, after more 
experience had been gained, have been 
made probably a little cheaper, in some 
way. 

This situation reminds me a great deal 
of the well-known question and reply: 

Mother, may I go out to swim? 
Yes, my darling daughter. Hang your 

clothes on a hickory limb, but don't go 
near the water. 

But, of course, if she never goes near 
the water, she never will learn to swim. 

The engineering problems which arose 
when the first proposals for a tunnel 
construction were made were routine 
exploratory operation problems. It was 
proposed that a tunnel be constructed. 
Some borings were made. Finally it was 
decided that a tunnel might involve con
siderable hazards, because of the geo
logical formations in that location. So 
it was believed that probably it would 
be better and less expensive to dig a 
trench on the surface, at another loca
tion, where the construction might be 
more secure. 

It is entirely possible that if we were 
to make this authorization next year or 
the year after that, or whenever we 
might make such an authorization, en
gineering changes might then be re
quired, as a result of further and more 
detailed investigation. 

But we must proceed with the job at 
some time; and we cannot learn to swim 
unless we go near the water. 

This project needs to be constructed. 
We have the scientific background for 
it. We have a vast amount of engi
neering research on this matter. If we 
continue to postpone this work year 
after year, some of these days we may 
find a linear electron "sputnik'' an
nounced somewhere else; and then the 
people of the country will say to us, 
"Why did you let the Russians get ahead 
of us?" 

That is the situation with which we 
are faced. So we wish to pioneer in this 
important field. Are we to "get this 
show on the road"? 

In this situation, do we wish to con
tinue to fool around, year after year, 
and, as a result, perhaps be outdistanced 
in some of this basic scientific research, 
for which this tool which the scientists 
have studied .so carefully, is so impor
tant. I think that is the problem. 

Mr. BENNETr. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr . . President, . 1\ 
has been said that this project "has been 

kicking around since 1957 ." Perhaps 
that is not a very appropriate way to 
state this matter. · 

I do not think any committee of the 
entire Congress acts more conscien
tiously than does the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy; and I believe the 
Senate should also know that no com
mittee of the Congress has been more 
progressive, I dare say, in promoting the 
research aspects in the field of high
energy physics than has the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy. Its entire 
history exemplifies that very philosophy. 

Let me say to my distinguished 
friends, who say this matter has been 
"kicking around since 1957": Of course 
it has been around here since 1957. 
Why? Because until now the answers 
have not been sufficiently definitive to 
enable us to have a proper and sound 
predicate ·for this authorization of $107 
million. 

Are we rejecting this proposal? Are 
we refuting the thinking in connection 
with it? Absolutely not. We merely 
propose that $3 million be authorized at 
this time. The AEC requested ap
propriation of $4,200,000 for :fiscal year 
1961, in order to undertake this project, 
to begin the construction. We propose, 
instead, an authorization of $3 million, 
in order to complete the planning, so 
, more precise answers to the various 
questions involved will be found. 

If we had been persuaded the last 
time they made this proposal to us, the 
tunnel might by now have been under 
construction. 

Some ask, "What difference would 
that have made?" 

In reply, I point out that if we had 
accepted the previous proposal, the tun
nel would now perhaps be half con
structed, and $5 million perhaps would 
have been spent; and then at that point 
it would have been found necessary to do 
the work above ground, rather than un
derground. Certainly we should not 
make large expenditures on such a basis. 

Do Senators realize that this project 
alone will cost more than the original 
costs of Brookhaven and the Argonne 
Laboratory put together? This project 
is of tremendous size and cost. 

So we recommend waiting a few more 
months-until January 1961, not until 
1963 or 1970. January 1961 will not be 
very long to wait-before spending these 
large sums of money. 

In the meantime, shall we be sitting 
on our hands? Of course not. We pro
pose that the authorization be made for 
planning the details of the design and 
engineering. of the project, so the deflni
tive answers can be had, in order that a 
wise authorization for the project can 
be made. 

Mr. President, the Commission's letter 
requesting the authorization of the ap
propriation for the :fiscal year 1961 was 
dated February 12, 1960. That letter 
came to our committee. After that re
quest came to us from the Bureau of the 
Budget, and the Atomic Energy Com
mission, the Subcommittee on Legisla
tion, under the chairmanship of Repre
sentative HoLiFIELD., on March 8, com
menced extensiv.e hearings. on the bills, 
as summarized in the report. 

Mr. President,· I say to Senators, with 
special emphasis: Oil April 1, 1960, the 
Commission forwarded to the Joint Com
niittee certain proposed revisions of the 
bill, principally in the high-energy 
physics :field. If all of this proposal had 
been decided long before now, why were 
not all the details set forth in the letter 
of February 12, 1960? But that letter did 
not include the details or the proposal 
as to the Stanford accelerator, because 
those involved had not yet made up their 
minds. In the meantime, something 
happened; and it became necessary to 
expedite the work. So, two months later 
they sent to us the second request, which 
includes this $107 million. 

I say to my distinguished friends, if 
the entire report was decided on and 
formulated and if all the details of the 
design were agreed upon, why did they 
wait 2 months before they sent us the 
letter? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I think I can 

answer that question. 
Mr. PASTORE. I would like to hear 

the answer. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The fact is 

that additional studies were requested 
last year. The scienti:flc groups were in 
the process of studying the matter. 
They came up with the :final study re
sults late this winter, and immediately 
the Commission sent through this re
quest for the construction of the project. 

Mr. PASTORE. In other words, my 
distinguished friend is telling me we 
have not been kicking this matter 
around since 1957; we have been kicking 
it around since April 1, 1960. That is 
what the Senator is now saying. 

Mr. ffiCKENLOOPER. We have been 
kicking it around since 1957. 

Mr. PASTORE. We did not give it 
the best kick until April 1, 1960. That 
is the point I make. Let us kick it 
around for another 6 months. Then we 
will have good answers. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The commit
tee took a good kick at it when it took 
the project out of the bill, against the 
recommendation of the Budget and the 
request of the AEC. The committee is 
not sacrosanct in these matters. There 
was a ~eat big push 3 or 4 .or 5 years ago 
toward the building of atomic power 
plants in the United States. It was said 
we were going to put the Government 
in the power business. Then we found 
what the costs would be of projects that 
certain Members of Congress were so 
enthusiastic about. We found that their 
projects were wishful thinking, and not 
practical. So plans for such projects 
have ·disappeared. 

Mr. PASTORE. I wish to compliment 
the Senator from Iowa, because, had we 
listened to him, had we proceeded with 
more caution then, we would not have 
proposed such a large-scale program at 
that time. He gave us a great lesson. 
I would only hope now that he would 
become a student of his own logic. That 
is all I am trying to impart this after
noon. Had we listened to the Senator 
from Iowa several years ago, we would 
not have attempted to have gone into 
these projects headlong and ended up 



9846 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 10 

with a change in philosophy and In other words, as we recall the original 
thought. That is the position I take. estimate was $105 m1111on, and then taking 

recommend that. Senators read the de
bate in the House. Representative CARL 
DURHAM, of North Carolina, has been in 
the vanguard of the progress on research 
and development in this field. He said, 
"Let us find out what this is going to 
cost.~· 

Mr HICKENLOOPER. I take no that same estimate today it would be $126,-
. · . . . 700,000. Do some of those increases in that 

credit for and no particular satisfactiOn . $126 million stay in your estimate as it is 
in being a prophet. I would like to go now, but you save some money by changing 
on to other things. But if the Senator the site and putting it above ground? . 
will have as much faith in this matter as Dr. GmzToN. Yes, this is in large measure 
he bas in what I predicted a few years correct. It is not the complete story. What 
ago, I suggest he go along with me on happens is that fl.rst by abandoning the tun
this proposal, because everybody says nels and going to cut-and-cover construction 
this project is going to be b?ilt .. With !~c~e:i~~~!i~~ problems in the tunnel are 

Along that line, let me introduce into 
the RECORD, and I shall not take up the 
time of the Senate by reading it in de
tail, a chart which shows that, whereas 
the original cost of a project was esti
mated at only $4 million, it ended by 
costing about $14,700,000. Another proj
ect which it was estimated would cost $9 
million will end by costing $12 million. 
Another project which it was estimated 
would cost $29 million will end by cost
ing $40 million. Another project which 
it was estimated would cost $27 million 
will end by costing $59 million. 

every delay, we know there IS gomg to 
be an increase in cost. The project is That is another problem. 
going to cost more next year, the year Much of the equipment we now suggest is 
after that, or the year after that, and different from the equipment we suggested 
it will be on the basis of an escalated before. 
percentage. 

There is one other point I wish to 
make. The Senator said a moment ago 
$4,200,000 was requested. That is the 
amount requested, and we are granting 
them only $3 million. However, there is 
a vast difference. We are not giving $3 
million on an authorized project; we are 
giving the agency $3 million to go out 
and look around. The important thing 
on a project of this kind is to know the 
project is authorized and the money is 
being spent on a project that is under 
way, one that is authorized by the Con
gress and that is a going concern. The 
$3 million we are giving is not $3 million 
for an authorized project. It is $3 mil
lion to enable them to go out and dig 
around somewhere. I think we ought to 
authorize this project, and I think we 
will get the proper engineering. We will 
save time, we will get this magnificent 
tool into the hands of the scientists, and 
we will be taking a long leap forward in 
the leadership which the United States 
now has in atomic energy research, and 
which we are bound to maintain if we 
survive. 

That is my thought. 
Mr. PASTORE. I wish to thank my 

distinguished colleague for his observa
tion. 

Mr. President, I should like to make 
another observation. Some references 
were made to the Blume report. Let me 
read an excerpt from appendix M of that 
report: 

Before final design is undertaken-

Mind you, Mr. President, before final 
design is undertaken; and here we are 
proposing to start on this project, and 
we do not know the final design of it
and before the final alinement is selected, a 
detailed site investigation is recommended. 
Such investigation should include detailed 
geological mapping, further investigation of 
ground water conditions, careful study of 
cut and fill slope stability, and definitive 
analysis of excavation and foundation prob
lems. This work would include a compre
hensive program of trenching, drilling, ma
terial testing, and investigation of possible 
elastic strain accumulation in the subject 
areas. This latter recommendation is ampli
fied and explained in the text. 

During the hearings the director of 
the committee stati asked several ques
tions of Dr. Ginzton, the director of the 
accelerator project, and I read from the 
hearings: 

Mr. RAllriEY. Are there any other changes of 
significance in the cost of your fac111ty other 
than the matter of your tunnel aspect? 

This is after they went above ground. 

That is another problem. 
This includes cooling, ventilation, electri

cal equipment, fire protection system; many 
things are different. So it is not any longer 
possipie to identify individual costs. 

Mr. President, as judicious men, men 
who are charged with protection of the 
purse of the taxpayers of this country, do 
we begin to authorize a project under 
those circumstances? 

I repeat, the members of the committee 
considered this question thoroughly. I 

That experience gives us a fair idea of 
what kind of field we are in. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert the 
chart in full at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the chart 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. HIGH-ENERGY AccELERATOR CosT EsTIMATES 

Construction cost estimates 

[In millions] 

Accelerators Energy, Particle Initial 
bevatrons estimate 

Cosmotron (Brookhaven) ____________ 3.0 Proton ______ $4.0 Bevatron (Berkeley) _________________ 6.2 _ ____ do _______ 9.0 
Alternating gradient synchrotron 25.0-30.0 _____ do _______ 20.0 

(Brookhaven). 
Zero gradient synchrotron (Argonne)_ 12.5 _ ____ do _______ 27.0 
Cam bridge electron accelerator (Har- 6.0 Electron ____ 6.5 

vard, MIT). 
Princeton-Penn accelerator (Prince- 3.0 Proton ______ 5.8 

ton). 

TotaL ____ ------------- -------- ------------ -------------- 72.3 
' . 

Source: Pp. 491-492 of Fiscal Year 1961 Authorization Hearings. 

Accelerators 

Annual operating cost estimates 

[In m1lllons] 

Energy, 
bevatrons 

Particle 

Current 
estimate 

$13.2 
13.9 
32.5 

42.0 
11.6 

11.2 

124.4 

Initial . 
annual 

cost 
estimates 

Estimate, 
additions 
and mod-
ill cations 
through 

I965 

$1.5 
11.6 
7.4 

17. 0 
1.5 

13. 3 

52.3 

Current 
annual 

cost 
estimates 

Total esti-
mated con-
struction 

costs 
through 

1965 

$14.7 
25.5 
39.9 

59.0 
13.1 

24.5 

I76. 7 

Annual 
cost 

estimates 
by I965 

Cosmotron (Brookhaven>------------------------ 3. 0 Proton______ $1.7 $4.1 $4.6 
Bevatron (BerkeleY>----------------------------- 6. 2 _____ do_______ 2. 2 11.7 25.5 
Alternating gradient synchrotron (Brookhaven)__ 25.0-30.0 _____ do_______ 1. 7 8. 9 9. 6 
Zero gradient synchrotron (Argonne)_____________ 12.5 _____ do_______ 6.1 9. 4 15.6 
Cambridge electron accelerator (Harvard, MIT)__ 6. 0 Electron____ 1. 0 6. 6 8. 1 
Princeton-Penn accelerator (Princeton)___________ 3. 0 Proton_____ _ 1. 0 4. 2 5. 0 

1--------l ~------I--------1----~-

TotaL----------------- - -- - ------~-- -------- ------------ -------------- 13. 7 44.9 68.4 

Source: Pp. 491-492 of Fiscal Year 1961 Authorization Hearings. 

Mr. mCKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator, yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I shall yield in just a 
moment. 

These gentlemen have said, "Let us 
wait 6 more months." After all, since 
the matter was sent to us on April 1. 
what is wrong with telling them to go 
ahead with design and engineering on 
this project, and then come back in Jan
uary, so we can then proceed? Is that 
not a more businesslike way to do it? 

Mr. President, the situation before us 
is quite a paradox, because ordinarily 
one would expect the junior Senator 
from Rhode Island to be on the other 
side of the question. However, we some
times become very paradoxical, and who 
knows what the necessities of the times 
may be. However, the fact still remains 
that the men whom I would expect to be 
conservative and urge us to go slow are 
the very men who are urging us this 
afternoon to go forward with this proj-
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ect, whatever the event may be, on the 
ground that we have the money and 
therefore we should build this project. 
Why? Because we think we should beat 
the Russians. -

That is a rather glamorous and 
graphic argument, but I hope we have 
not reached the stage where every time 
we get caught in an illogical position, the 
argument is made that we are in compe
tition with the Russians. We are, in 
truth, out to beat the Russians. We have . 
a better program and better high energy 
physics than the Russians have. We 
have better accelerators. This is the 
biggest project that has come to us in a 
long time. We are going to have it in 
·due time. But I say let us do it without 
wasting the taxpayers' money. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have one 

comment to make. I think the Senator, 
only a moment ago, disproved his own 
statement. The Senator said that with 
regard to this particular project we 
ought to know what the cost is going to 
be, that we had never before authorized 
something without knowing the cost of it, 
and then the Senator read o:ff a list of 
some five projects we authorized at costs 
which turned out to be about twice as 
much as we thought they would be when 
the projects were authorized. 

That has been the characteristic pat
tern of the whole new field of atomic 
energy. We can never find out what a 
pioneering project in atomic energy is 
going to cost, because it is a new field. 
As we go along with the design and engi
neering of these projects new problems 
occur which could not possibly have been 
foreseen because they had never occurred 
before. 

We may expect from time to . time in- . 
creased costs of one kind or another. 
This is not the same as construction of a 
building, when we have built buildings by 
the thousands for hundreds of years and 
know something about design and archi
tecture and everything involved in it. 
These are pioneering operations. 

I merely say we should get on with the 
job, and get it done. It will cost us more 
in dollars if we wait another year or two. 
I think we should authorize the project, 
and let it go ahead with confidence. In 
that way we will keep the team together, 
and enlarge the team for its operation. 
We will get on with the job. I think that 
will be in the best interests of American 
leadership in atomic energy. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I won
der if I might ask my friend from Rhode 
Island a couple of questions? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Sen
ator. 

Mr. KUCHEL. First, I want to ask 
the Senator if he believes any delay in 
the authorization of the entire amount 
of money, as contained in the pending 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Iowa, would in any respect endanger the 
security of the country? 

Mr. PASTORE. Would a delay of 6 
months endanger our security? It is my 
considered opinion that it would not. I 
think that opi_nion is shared by the 
majority of ,the members of the commit
tee. I do not believe there is a Senator 

who would take such a position. I feel 
the majority are as patriotic as the 
Ininority. 

Mr. KUCHEL. There ~no question 
about that. 
' Mr. PASTORE. There is no question 
about it. 
. Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I agree with 

the Senator from Rhode Island. This is 
not specifically a defense project. 

Mr. PASTORE. Of course not. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. What we are 

providing for is a scientific research tool. 
If our experience in this regard is the 
same as the experience we have had with 
other research tools, this probably will 
give us some new answers in regard to 
vast new fields of which we have no 
concept at the present moment. 

Mr. PASTORE. In the makeup of the 
universe. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. My point is 
that we had better get on with the job, 
as a matter of pure science and pure 
research. I agree with the Senator 
from Rhode Island that at the present 
moment, this does not directly affect the 
security of the United States or our 
armaments. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I should not 

like to have any misunderstanding about 
the matter. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I notice on page 9746 
Of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for May 6 
the Representative from the State of 
Pennsylvania [Mr. VANZANDT], a mem
ber of the committee, quoted a sentence 
from a communication by the Chairman 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, as 
follows: 

If the project were authorized in this ses
sion of the Congress for design engineering 
only and was not fully authorized until June 
of 1961, it appears that the most serious 
effect will be the lack of ab11ity to recruit 
certain additional key scientists whom 
Stanford considers are essential for the de
velopment and design of the accelerator and 
experimental facilities. 

On that point will the Senator com
ment, and indicate his view as to the 
validity of the statement? 

Mr. PASTORE. I do not question or 
impugn the sincerity of Mr. McCone 
when he made that statement. He is a 
fine American, and a very worthy Chair
man of the Commission. In my opin
ion he is a capable man. 

The letter quoted was sent after this 
matter became a controversy. I wish to 
read to the Senator a letter in answer 
to a letter sent by the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], the Chairman 
of the Joint Committee on Atomic En
ergy, The letter quoted is dated April 
14th. It is the answer to the letter of 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. AN
DERSON] of April 12, 1960, On this point. 
This is the answer we received at that 
time. What is the date of the letter the 
Senator reads from? 

Mr. KUCHEL. The page of the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD for May 6 does not 
contain the date of the letter. 

Mi·. PASTORE. It iS a fact that the 
letter was sent. I think it was read into 
the RECORD. 

I read from the letter dated April 14:
DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: As we stated in 

our letter of April 13, 1960, to Mr. VAN ZANDT, 
at the present time work on the Stanford 
accelerator program has reached the stage 
where the next logical step would be to 
proceed with the design of the overall site 
plan and the design and construction of 
general laboratory fac111ties to house the 
design . and engineering group and to con
duct the research and development programs. 

This is the important part of the let..: 
ter: -

It is the Commission's view, however, that 
an authorization of $3 million-

That is the authorization in the bill
for design and engineering in fiscal year 1961 
on the Stanford linear accelerator would 
allow the Commission to proceed with a 
program that would lead to initiation of 
construction with a minimum of delay fol
lowing full authorization of the project. 

Mr. KUCHEL. If the Senator will 
permit me to interrupt him, I shall read 
from the same sentence he has quoted. 
What does the wording mean when it 
says, "following full authorization of the 
project"? Is that what we are talking 
about in the amendment which is pend
ing-"full authorization of the project"? 

Mr. PASTORE. Three million dollars 
is in the bill. The reference to "full 
authorization" is to the time when we get 
the report of January 1961, I would as
sume. The $3 million which is talked 
about in the letter is the $3 million in 
the bill, which the amendment seeks to 
raise to the original amount requested. 
That has no bearing on the $3 million as 
such. This is something subsequent. 

I continue to read from the letter. 
It is the Commission's view that the 

amount of $3 million-

That is in the bill. That is the 
authorization-
for design and engineering together with 
operating funds for continued development 
work is adequate for Atomic Energy Commis
sion and Stanford to make progress. 

And so on and so forth. That is the 
letter which was sent. I tell the Senator 
very frankly, I suppose we could look at 
the matter in two different ways. We 
have to be practical about it. There is a 
school of thought which believes, "Well, 
we ought to authorize this project now, 
and let it go at that." 

This matter was very carefully con
sidered by the committee. As I stated, 
this is a bipartisan, bicameral committee. 
We never proceed on political considera
tions. I can say that with respect to the 
committee. There are no political mo
tives to be injected· in the debate this 
afternoon. If there is any difference, it 
is merely a question of a difference of 
judgment. 

The majority of the committee decided 
that it would be better for the overall 
project if we authorized the planning 
and the designing now, and allowed those 
participating to come back with more 
definitive answers later, because this sub
ject has been under consideration since 
1957. The proposal has been changed 
from time to time. We have gone from 
one idea to another idea.· 

I think the project would have better 
"sailing" in the future if there were 
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unanimity of opinion. I am afraid that 
if the amendment is agreed to-and I 
do not say this as a threat-we may im
pede the progress of this project. Every
body seems to be for the project. It 
represents a new approach. 

This matter was debated in the House 
of Representatives. The proposal was 
defeated by a vote of 194 to 129. The 
conferees will be more or less the same 
people who have made the report. 
There is a practical question involved 
at tbis moment. 

I say to Senators, the history has been 
made. Senators have stated their posi
tions. Let us proceed. Let us leave the 
matter until the plan and the design are 
prepared and reported to the committee. 
Three million dollars is provided for do
ing that. I know the scientists have a 
task in spending $3 million usefully in 6 
months, but I think in this case they will 
do it. We will then get the more defini
tive design. We will get the definitive 
estimates. Then we will be ready to go 
forward. It will be done, and I do not 
think we will lose important time 1f that 
course is followed. That is the practical 
situation. 

Mr. KUCHEL. What my friend is 
saying is that there is a difference of 
opinion on the need to go forward now. 
So that I can understand the situation, 
is it fair to say that the Atomic Energy 
Commission favors the pending amend
ment? 

Mr. PASTORE. I assume the Atomic 
Energy Commission favors the pending 
amendment because it asked for· the 
project originally. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Does the Bureau of 
the Budget approve it? 

Mr. PASTORE. I assume that it 
might, for the simple reason that it is 
included in its request. 

Mr. KUCHEL. The Budget Bureau 
included the project in its request? 

Mr. PASTORE. Yes, in its supple
mental request. 

Mr. KUCHEL. So the divergence of 
.opinion on the necessity to go forward 
now lies within the membership of the 
Joint Congressional Committee on 
Atomic Energy? 

Mr. PASTORE. Who are honorable, 
judicious, and wise men. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I stipulate that. 
Mr. PASTORE. But I want it in the 

RECORD at that point so there will not be 
any implications to the contrary. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Let me repeat my 
stipulation. Let me ask my friend tbis 
question: Is it the theory of the majority 
of the Joint Committee that with the 
expenditure of the $3 million which, as 
I understand, the bill now provides, sur
veys will be completed during the next 
6 months? 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. KUCHEL. So early in the calen
dar year 1961, assuming a request such 
as is before us now were made again, on 
the basis of the additional information 
which would accrue from the expendi
ture of the $3 million, is it the opinion of 
my friend that at that juncture the com
mittee would perhaps unanimously look 
with favor on.proceeding? 
. Mr. PASTORE. I suppose so, but to 
make it more explicit, insofar as I am 

concerned, I would certainly supwrt it 
with all the vigor witbin me. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Has the Midwestern 
Universities Research Associates taken 
any position with respect to the pending 
amendment? · 

Mr. PASTORE. Representatives of 
that group appeared before the commit
tee and said they would favor the proj
ect. As to details, as the Senator knows, 
many people appear before a committee 
to testify with respect to a bill. They 
are for the overall objective. I admit 
that we are getting into the niceties of 
that question. The committee as such 
is not opposed to the project. This 
group is in favor of the project. I think 
the committee is in favor of the project. 
Certainly I am. I am not a member of 
the subcommittee. As a matter of fact, 
I have had to do a considerable amount 
of night work to bring myself up to date. 
I did not attend the hearings. I am not 
a member of the subcommittee. How
ever, I have read the transcript of the 
hearings and studied the report, and 
what I say now is based upon not what 
I knew previously but what I have 
learned since I was told I was to have 
management of the bill because of the 
absence of the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], who 
is necessarily absent from the Senate 
today. That is all I can add. I would 
certainly support the measure. I think 
we must do everything within our power 
to progress as rapidly as we can in order 
to promote the levels of education and 
science in our country; and in view of 
everything which has transpired, in view 
of what transpired in the House and 
what I have read in the hearings, I say 
the best course to follow now is to go 
along, and this has been decided. When 
we come back in January our views will 
be unanimous. I think then we will go 
along fast and we will know where we 
are going because we will know more 
about the project. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield to my friend 
from Iowa. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
from California [Mr. KucHEL] asked 
a question as to whether the Midwestern 
Universities Research Association ap
proves the project at tbis time. I call 
the Senator's attention to the report 
of the committee under date of April 19, 
1960, page 20, on wbich appears the 
separate views of those of us who think 
the project should be authorized at the 
moment. I quote from the testimony of 
Dr. Rollesfson, who is the director of 
MURA: 

It is a pleasure for me, as a representative 
o! the Midwestern Universities Research 
Association, to have an opportunity to give 
our enthusiastic support to the recom
mended authorization of the Stanford linear 
electron accelerator. The reasons for sup
porting this program have been so well a.nd 
completely portrayed in the report of the 
special panel appointed by the President's 
Scientific Advisory Committee that I feel 
there is little of importance that I can a~d. 

That portion of his testimony, I be
lieve. answers the question of the Sen
ator from California [Mr. KucHELJ 
about MORA's attitude. 

: Mr. KUCHEL;· Mr. President, I shall 
detain the Senate only a moment. I do 
not think there is anyone in the Con
gress for whom I have a higher respect 
than the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PASTORE], at WhOm l am looking. 
I have followed his leadership on many 
occasions in the Senate. I intend to 
do so again. This is a different sub
ject. It is one which we who operate 
here as lay Senators and not members 
of the Joint Committee have difficulty in 
fully comprehending. · 

There is no dissent on the part of any 
Senator from our composite desire to 
lead the parade with respect to develop
ment in all the fields of atomic and nu
clear energy. 

After listening to the debate, I be
lieve there are two honorable ways to 
look at the question. 

I choose to follow the recommenda
tion embodied in the amendment of the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER], 
to proceed at once with the authoriza
tion of the accelerator. I do so on the 
basis of my judgment that if error is to 
be made, I am going to err on that side. 
The President recommends this authori
zation. The Atomic Energy Commis
sion recOillllllends it. The Budget Bu
reau recommends it. Distinguished 
scientists and professors of some great 
midwestern universities recommend it. 
Other . scientists of distinction do like
wise. It seems to me that the position 
I take is a sound one, in the interest 
of the country, and so I repeat that 
I shall support the pending amendment4 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered . 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment o1Iered by the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the third reading of the 
bill. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? · 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. Will the Senator 

tell me whether there is any authoriza
tion of funds contained in the bill for 
continuing the Euratom project? 

Mr. PASTORE. It is my understand
ing that there is nothing in the bill for 
Euratom. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. How much has 
been appropriated in the past !or 
Euratom? 

Mr. PASTORE. The staff informs me 
that $10 million has been authorized 
thus far, and that all of it has been ap
propriated. However, there is nothing 
for Euratom in the pending bill. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. · How much has 
been spent of the $10 million, approxi
mately.? 

Mr. PASTORE. I am informed that 
approximately '$1.3 million has been 
obligated. 
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Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield further? 
Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. Will the Senator 

concede that if the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy had been· a little more 
deliberate and cautious in considering 
the entire Euratom program, and the 
authorization for the United States to 
participate therein, probably we might 
have avoided the embarrassment and 
disappointment which resulted from 
that action? 

Mr. PASTORE. Well, I hope the Sen
ator will not press that question, because 
we could discuss that from now until 
doomsday. At the time Euratom was 
suggested, insofar as the political com
plexion of the world was concerned, in 
view of the situation, particularly, which 
then existed in connection with the Suez 
Canal, in view of the scarcity of oil in 
Europe, and the desire to cultivate and 
promote production of electric energy 
and the · use of atomic energy, in view 
of all these conditions the situation cer-

. tainly was much more precarious at that 
time than it is now. Of course the 
picture has somewhat changed and the 
attitude toward Euratom has become 
somewhat discouraging. That is the best 
way I can answer the Senator's question 
in the time available to us now, but 
when more time is available I should 
like to discuss the matter with him. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I thank my col
league for his comment. I should like to 
ask him also that if the experience of 
the United States with Euratom does 
not indicate that it is not always advis
able to accept the recommendations of 
the Atomic Energy Commission or the 
Bureau of the Budget insofar as the de
velopment of atomic energy is con
cerned. 

Mr. PASTORE. I would prefer to 
answer that question by saying that as 
elected omcials of the U.S. Government, 
representing the people, and their tax 
money, we should always be judicious 
and should always be businesslike, and 
always careful in appropriating the peo
ple's money. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I thank the Sena
tor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment. If there be no 
amendment to be proposed, the question 
is on the engrossment and third reading 
of the bill. · 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, and was read the 
third time. · 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate proceed to the consid~ 
eration of H.R. 11713, a House bill iden
tical with the Senate bill which we are 
now considering. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H.R. 11713) 
to authorize appropriations for the 
Atomic Energy Commission in accord
ance with section 261 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Rhode Island. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is before the Senate and open to amend
ment. If there be no amendment to be 
offered, the question is on the third read
ing of the bill. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the passage of the bill. 
The bill (H.R. 11713) was passed. 
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I move 

that the Senate reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed. 

Mr. CLARK. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to table was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection, the Senate bill <S. 3387) 
will be indefinitely postponed. · 

AREA REDEVELOPMENT LEGISLA
TION 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I should 
like to make a strong and, I hope, dis
passionate and nonpolitical plea to tlie 
President of the United States to sign 
the area redevelopment bill which was 
sent to him last Friday. The bill holds 
out the only hope for a quick, if partial, 
solution of the unemployment problem 
which is affecting many regions of the 
cou:-.try, including wide areas in my own 
State. 

Moreover, the President's principal 
original -obj~ions to the bill passed by 
the Senate last year have been sub
stantially met in revisions made by the 
House of Representatives and accepted 
by the Senate. 

I have seen, as have many of my col
leagues, including the nine members, 
from both parties, of the Special Senate 
Committee on Unemployment Problems, 
ghost towns where almost nobody has a 
job except the postmaster and the pub
lic welfare representative who hands 
out public assistance and surplus food. 
In fact, in company with some of my 
colleagues I have visited the small town 
of Brier Hill, Pa., which, with a popula
tion of 1,000, perched on top of an aban
doned bituminous coal mine, contained 
hardly one man, woman, or child who 
had a job. It was not because the men 
in that community, and in many other 
communities, had not constantly been 
seeking work. 

These men told us they had traveled 
to Pittsburgh and Baltimore and Cleve
land, and all over the 'Northeast, in 
search of work, but had not been able to 
find it. They told us they were turned 
away from the plant gates as soon as 
they gave their age as over 40; some
times even over 35. They told us that 
because they had grown up as coal min
ers, they knew no other business or trade 
or occupation, and had had no oppor
tunity for retraining. I have seen, and 
so have many of my colleagues on the 
SenaJte Special Committee on Unem
ployment Problems, as well as many oth
er Senators, the most praisew~rthy ef
forts of communities, including many in 
my own Commonwealth-Scranton, Ha
zelton, Altoona, Uniontown-to lift 
themselves up by their own bootstraps, 
by raising money by popular subscrip-

tion to build shell plants and then go 
out and find industries to occupy those 
plants. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I am very happy to yield 
to the Senator from Indiana, who has 
served on the Special Senate Committee 
on Unemployment Problems, as has the 
present occupant of the Chair [Mr. Mc
CARTHY], and knows full well the truth 
of what I am speaking. 

Mr. HARTKE. I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator from Pennsyl
vania if it is not true that the present 
situation in many of these depressed 
cities has almost come to the point where 
the people feel no one is concerned about 
their welfare, and have tried to get help 
so many times that they feel discouraged 
at the prospect of ever getting help? 

Mr. CLARK. I regret to say that the 
Senator from Indiana is entirely cor
rect. As a former mayor of a city where 
there has been substantial unemploy
ment from time to time, he knows of the 
substantial local efforts that have been 
made in his city as in my own Common
wealth of Pennsylvania. But I think he 
would agree ·with me that State, local, 
and private efforts have pretty well ex
hausted the resources in many of those 
areas. 

Mr. HARTKE. I agree with the dis
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania. 
I particularly point out that the State 
of Pennsylvania has a program which is 
probably unique, nationwide. It is not 
true in my own home State of Indiana, 
where we have been able to do some 
good. 

I also like to recall the visit to one of · 
those places which have been the sub
ject of help. In one of the communi
ties of Pennsylvania it was pointed out 
that in one plant the sum total of em
ployment was from 100 to 150 people, 
while the number of people who had 
been laid off numbered in the thousands. 

Mr. CLARK. I well recall the inci
dent to which the Senator refers. It 
was, I believe, outside Uniontown, in 
Fayette County, Pa. The Senator from 
Indiana joined me in a field trip in that 
area. 

Mr. HARTKE. I also join with the 
Senator from Pennsylvania in the hope 
that the President will see his way clear 
to put aside any partisan considerations 
in the interest of humanity and the 
welfare of individuals, not alone those 
of the communities, but of the souls 
who live there-the women and chil
dren,· and the men who, while they are 
not subject to starvation itself, never
theless try to find work, but do not know 
where to turn. This, in and of itself, 
should be reason enough for the Presi
dent to sign the bill. 

More than that, the President sent a 
special message to Congress in which 
he stated, in general terms, that he was 
in favor of this type · of legislation. If 
he favors the general, overall principle, 
then I hope he will not quarrel about 
where we dotted the i's and crossed 
the t's, and where ·we put the periods 
or paragraphs, but that he may agree, 
in the interest of humanity and the wel
fare of the United States, that this is an 
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economic problem which must be solved 
if the forward progress of the United 
States is to continue. 

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator 
from Indiana for his intervention, and 
particularly fo-r his suggestion that this 
is not only an economic problem, but 
is also a human problem. I remember 
well the very moving address which the 
Senator from Indiana made on the floor 
of the Senate when we submitted there
port of the Special Committee on Un
employment Problems. 

I revert to my comment that our cit
ies, counties, and States-and private 
industry, too-have reached the-end of 
their resources. Many of those com
munities never had the resources, in the 
first instance, to make it possible for 
them to rehabilitate their local econo
mies. 

I do not wish to be critical of the 
President of the United States. I know 
he is a man of good will and has a large 
and compassionate heart. However, he 
has never seen ·with his own eyes the sit
uation which I have just described, and 
which the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
HARTKE], the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. McCARTHY], who is the present oc
cupant of the chair, and the other mem
bers of the Special Committee on Un
employment Problems have seen. I 
know it . must be very diftlcult, indeed, 
for the President of the United States 
to see at secondhand what, perhaps 
through the necessity of the arduous 
duties which he must perform, he has 
not had an opportunity to see at first
hand. But the President has a number 
of capable and intelligent advisers in his 
own party who have seen these things. I 
hope he will take their advice. I hope he 
will take the advice of his Secretary of 
Labor, Mr. James Mitchell, who is inti
matelyfamiliarwith the conditions I have 
been describing. I hope he will take the 
advice of two distinguished Members of 
this body, the distinguished Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. CooPER] and my col
league from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT], 
both of whom know these conditions at 
firsthand, and both of whom are urging 
the President to sign the bill. 

I hope the President will take the ad
vice of the present Governor of West 
Virginia, GovernDr Underwood, whq has 
also come to see the President, and who 
knows these conditions at firsthand and 
is urging the President to sign the bill. 
These men understand the situation. 
Their advice -is good, sound, hard
headed advice. I hope the President will 
follow it, rather than follow the advice 
of other men, who have never seen these 
conditions, such as the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget and the Secretary 
of the Treasury, fine American citizens 
though they unquestionably are. 

The Special Committee on Unemploy
ment Problems took thousands of pages 
of testimony in stricken communities 
across the country. We reached the un
animous conclusion-six Democrats and 
three Republicans-that this problem 
could not be solved without a share of 
assistance from the Federal Govern
ment. We unanimously recommended to 
the Senate, and by Senate action we 
have sent that recommendation along 
to the President, that the area redevelop-

ment bill should be passed and signed 
at this session of Congress. Now the bill 

--to do the job is on the President's desk. 
It is a moderate bill. It calls for sub

stantially less help than we in the Sen
ate thought desirable. But I hope the 
President will sign the bill. If he vetoes 
it, thousands of able-bodied persons will 
be condemned for a further indefinite 
period to the industrial scrap heap. 

I point out that both of the objections 
which the President originally made to 
the bill have been met ·in the version 
which Congress passed. The President 
criticized the Senate bill as a spending 
bill, but the bill we passed does not spend 
1 cent. It contains no appropriation 
whatever. There is no backdoor financ
ing in it. It cannot correctly be charac
terized as a spending measure. It estab
lishes a ceiling of $251 million on au
thorizations, but the amount to be 
appropriated is left to the later de
cisions of the Committees on Appropria
tions of the House and Senate, which will 
unquestionably be affected by the recom
mendations which the Department of 
Commerce will prepare and which the 
President himself will submit to imple
ment the authorization contained in the 
bill. 

All the bill does is to establish a pro
gram. The President has stated that he 
favors such a program. The Vice Presi
dent has stated that he favors such a 
program. The platforms of both the 
Republican and Democratic Parties en
dorsed such a program in 1956. The bill 
merely authorizes the carrying out of 
the wishes of all concerned. 

If the President signs the bill, the De
partment of Commerce must make an 
estimate of the money it wants, and the 
President must establish an agency to 
make the necessary loans and, to a very 
small extent, the necessary grants. The 
Bureau of the Budget must clear the 
request. The matter then must be re
viewed by the Committees on Appro
priations of both Houses. 

If anyone thinks the maximum au
thorization of $250 million contained in 
the bill will get through all those stages 
of the process this year, he simply has 
not been around Washington very long. 

While the President asked for a limit 
of $53 million to be authorized in his 
own area redevelopment bill, the budget 
estimates for fiscal 1961 contain only 
$10 million of expenditures for next year. 
Under the bill which Congress has 
passed, the President can still submit 
an estimate of only $10 million; and if 
Congress appropriates more than that 
amount, it would be a very simple mat
ter, indeed, for the President to impound 
what Congress appropriated and refuse 
to spend any part of it. While I my
self question whether that is correct 
procedure and is within the spirit of the 
Constitution, both President Truman 
and President Eisenhower have on many 
occasions refused to spend moneys which 
were made available to them by Con
gress. 

Certainly the bill cannot well be 
vetoed on the ground that it is a spend
ing measure. I reiterate-and I hope the 
President will take this fact into ac
count-that the bill does not appropriate 
a single cent. 

As for the President's other objection, 
namely, that too many labor market 
areas were made eligible, this defect was 
largely corrected on the floor of the 

·House of Representatives after the Presi
dent sent a speciai message to Congress 
commenting, among other measures, on 
the area redevelopment bill. The House 
restored the requirement which was con
tained in the Senate bill, but which the 
House committee had struck out, that 
no area could qualify unless its current 
unemployment rate exceeded 6 percent. 
That provision eliminated most of the 
big cities. Philadelphia is eliminated; so 
are New York City and Louisville, and a 
score of other cities throughout the 
country. 

The rest of the areas where the Presi
dent seemed to feel that generosity was 
being extended too far will be eliminated 
if we ever get out of what is· euphemisti
cally referred to as the 1958 recession. 

If prosperity is restored and if unem
ployment decreases to somewhere near 
what we think of as normal levels, then 
only the hard-core areas of chronic un
employment, which this bill is designed 
to serve, will be over the 6-percent mark. 
Then in the case of centers such as 
Pittsburgh, where unemployment now is 
well over the 6 percent mark, unemploy
ment will fall below that :figure. 

But if the President is still worried, 
for fear that too many areas will be 
eligible, as he is said to be worried about 
too much spending, he can handle that 
matter, too, because under the bill he 
will have the job of appointing the ad
ministrator who will carry the program 
into effect. So if the President is afraid 
that funds will be dissipated in areas 
where the economic distress is tempo
rary, not permanent, all he will have to 
do will be to instruct the administrator 
whom he will appoint to reserve for a 
reasonable length of time the funds for 
expenditure for the hard-core areas, 
until suitable applications can be filed. 

So, Mr. President, I hope. very much 
indeed that the President will hear this 
plea, which is made to him by the citi
zens of the distressed areas in the Nation, 
who ask only for an opportunity to work 
for an honest living, and ask only that 
moderate sums of money-most of which 
will be repaid, with interest, to the Fed
eral government-be put out on loan, to 
rehabilitate the economies of the areas 
in which they have been brought up, and 
where they have married and have 
raised their families and have their 
homes. 

I hope the President will listen to the 
pleas of these citizens, and also will 
listen to those of us, on both sides of the 
Capitol, who have studied this problem 
deeply, and have seen with our own eyes 
the extent of the human misery involved. 

I also hope the President will not be 
led astray by the statements of those 
who say this is a spending bill, or by 
the statements of those who say the bill 
covers too many areas. I hope that, in
stead, the President will realize that the 
control of those features of the pro
posed legislation will lie almost com
pletely in his own hands. 

Mr. President, because I have such 
great ·confidence in the wisdom and in 
the compassion of the President-with 
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whom, unfortunately, I deeply disagree air. In the immediate future, it pro
at times-I am confident that if he poses to move an additional 15,000 tons 
really studies this matter and if he annually, making a total of about 40,000 
listens to the advice of those who know tons. This represents less than 10 per
what they are talking about, this bill will . cent of the total volume of nonlocal mail. 
yet become law. The airlines are receiving revenues of 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. approximately $3 million annually from 
the transportation of first-class mail. 
The railroads are receiving annually 

INCREASED USE BY POST OFFICE $345 million in revenues from the Post 
DEPARTMENT OF AIR TRANSPOR- Office Department. While the increase 
TATION FOR FIRST.:cLASS MAIL - in airlift which is planned will increase 
Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, 

during the first session of the present 
Congress the Subcommittee on the Post 
Office Department, of the Senate's 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice, devoted a substantial amount of 
time to the matter of the increased use 
by the Post Office Department of air 
transportation for the movement of 
first-class mail. Five days of hearings 
were held on a bill-S. 2402-submitted 
by the Post Office Department; and dur
ing those hearings the subcommittee 
heard oral testimony by 17 witnesses and 
received written information from 25 or 
30 more. 

At the conclusion of these hearings 
and very careful study of existing stat
utes and court decisions construing 
them, the majority of the committee was 
convinced that the Post Office Depart
ment has the clear authority under the 
Federal Aviation Act to transport all 
classes of mail by air. 

The witnesses for the Post Office De
partment made very clear that the in
creased use of air transportation was not 
a matter of choice, but was a matter of 

· necessity; and he assured the commit
tee that the use of alternative means of 
transportation, including aircraft, would 
be made only when the means formerly 
used proved inadequate to the needs of 
the postal service. 

During the last few weeks, Members 
of Congress have been subjected to an 
unbelievable barrage of misinformation, 
largely emanating from the railroads 
with the result that many Members hav~ 
a completely exaggerated idea of the ex
tent of the proposed increase in the use 
of air transportation and its possible im
pact on other carriers. For example, one 
Member of the House recently stated 
that the Postmaster General "has been 
going hog wild" on the use of air trans
portation, and that unless the practice 
is halted, the railroads would be forced 
to discontinue passenger trains on a 
wholesale basis, seriously hurting the 
railroads and jeopardizing the mail 
service. 

Mr. President, those who have been 
making statements of this kind are sim
ply misinformed as to the facts and I 
should like to take this occa.Sion to set 
the record straight. In 1958, the Post 
Office Department moved approximately 
460,000 tons of first-class mail. About 
one-third of this was for local delivery. 
Another one-third was nonlocal mail 
moving less than 300 miles. Of the re
maining one-third, represented by first
class mail moving over 300 miles, the 
Post Office Department moved only a 
small part by air. For some time the 
post office has been moving approxi
mately 25,000 tons of first-class mail by 

these airlines' revenues $1 Y2 or $2 mil-
lion, railroad revenues in the coming 
year will increase by substantially 
greater amounts, even after the diversion 
to air of this small fraction of the total 
mail. 

What is the reason for the increased 
use of air transportation? Since 1953 
1620 mail-carrying passenger trains hav~ 
been discontinued; and of these, 1,216 
were due solely to the voluntary action 
of the railroads. Since January 1, 1958, 
alone, 794 mail-carrying passenger 
trains have been disC9ntinued, of which 
561 were withdrawn by the voluntary ac
tion of the railroads. Not a single trairi 
has been discontinued as the result of 
air transportation of mail. When air 
transportation of first-class mail was be
gun in 1953, 11 railroad mail cars were 
discontinued. This took place prior to 
the fall of 1954, and since that time not 
a single railroad mail car has been dis
continued as a result of air transporta
tion of first-class mail. The Post Office 
Department expects the increased use of 
air transportation now being effected to 
result in the discontinuance of 17 rail
road post offices, but not to result in the 
cancellation of a single passenger 
schedule. 

On the same day last year that the 
railroad witnesses were appearing before 
the Post Office Subcommittee to protest 
the increased use of air transportation, 
other :.:ailroad witnesses were appearing 
before the Interstate Commerce Com
mittee to protest any restriction upon 
their right to discontinue unprofitable 
passenger trains. Their position seems 
to be that the Post Office Department is 
expected to move an increasing volume 
of mail on a constantly diminishing 
number of trains, regardless of the effect 
that this may have on the mail service 
of the American people. 

I respectfully refer the Senate to the 
report of its Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service of August 25, 1959, 
Senate Report No. 805 of the 1st session 

· of the 86th Congress, and to the pub
lished hearings on air transportation for 
other than airmail before the Post Office 
Subcommittee. This matter has been 
thoroughly studied by the committee, 
and the evidence is overwhelming that 
a modest increase in the use of air trans
portation for first-class mail is necessary 
and inevitable and will have no signif
icant effect upon the revenues either of 
the airlines or the railroads. The action 
of the Post Office Department is in the 
interest of providing the American peo
ple with the best possible mail service, 
and I am confident that the Congress 
will support this action, despite the 
screams of the railroads over the diver
sion of mail or the equally pained 

screams of the airlines that the rates 
set by the CAB are inadequate. 

The American people are entitled to 
the best mail_ service which we can give 
them. Our responsibility is to them, and 
not to serve the selfish interest of a par
ticular branch of the transportation 
industry. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 
note the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that fur
ther proceedings under the quorum call 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
outobjection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I am informed that we do not ex
pect the conference report on the Mutu
al Security bill to be considered in the 
House today, because of the West Vir
ginia primary election. We will prob
ably not receive the conference report 
until tomorrow, if the House acts on it 
early tomorrow. I should like for all 
Members to be on notice that there is 
a possibility we shall act on the report 
tomorrow. We are going to act on it as 
soon as it is messaged to us. 

In addition, we expect to consider Cal
endar No. 893, S. 910, to authorize the 
payment to local governments of sums 
in lieu of taxes and special assessments 
with respect to certain Federal real 
property, and for other purposes. 

This measure will be handled by the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HUM
PHREY]. I do not know exactly when the 
bill will be considered, but I should like 
to give notice, so that I can work out a 
plan for conSideration of the bill. 

Calendar No. 950, S. 2653, to amend 
the Communications Act of 1934 to 
establish jurisdiction in the Federal 
Communications Commission over com
munity antenna systems, I expect will be 
considered early next week. 

I should like to give notice we expect 
to consider Calendar No. 921, S. 2168, to 
amend the Navy ration statute so as to 
provide for the serving of oleomargarine 
or margarine some time this week or 
early next week. 

The Stella School District bill, Calen
dar No. 924, H.R. 8315, which is a very 
famous bill most people have heard 
about, we should like to have considered. 
I shall attempt to arrange a convenient 
time with the Senator from Oregon. 

Calendar No. 173, H.R. 4601, to amend 
the act of September 1, 1954, in order to 
limit to cases involving the national secu
rity the prohibition on payment of an
nuities and retired pay to officers and 
employees of the United States, to clarify 
the application and operation of such 
act, and for other purposes, is a measure 
as to which I understand there is con
siderable opposition. I think the bill will 
probably be considered. I should like 
for Senators to be on notice it may be 
considered. 

The wheat bill, S. 2759, has not been 
cleared by the policy committee, but has 
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been reported. We expect to have a 
meeting of the policy group at an early 
date, and will consider the bill. 

The military construction authoriza
tion bill we expect will be reported some 
time this week. I should like for all 
Members to be on notice that the bill may 
be considered. I expect it will be con
sidered Friday. The bill comes from the 
Armed Services Subcommittee headed by 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
STENNIS]. 

We do not expect to consider any pills 
to be reported from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry this week, but 
s. 3044, a forest use bill, may be consid
ered next week. 

We do not expect anything to be re
ported from the Committee on Appro
priations this week. The next bill to be 
reported will probably be the Agriculture 
Department appropriation bill. Hear
ings have been conciuded on that bill. 
The hearings on the Labor Department
HEW appropriation bill and general 
Government matters appropriation bill 
have not been concluded. As soon as the 
bills are reported we will consider them 
in the Senate. I should like for the staff 
to contact the chairmen of the subcom
mittees, to see if those bills can be re
ported soon, so that we can keep making 
progress. There is a 3-day rule in re
gard to these bills. 

The Subcommittee on the Defense De
partment appropriations has received the 
Defense Department appropriation bill 
from the House. It will be some time 
before that bill is acted upon. 

We may receive the Treasury-Post 
Office conference report this week. Any 
Members who are interested in that 
should be on notice. 

The military construction authoriza
tion bill may be reported from the Com
mittee on Armed Services Wednesday. 
Hearings will be held next week on a 
major bill to amend the Reserve Officers 
Personnel Act. 

We expect it will be at least another 
2 weeks before the housing bill is re
ported from the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

H.R. 9662, an omnibus bill to amend 
the trust, estate, and partnership tax 
laws, will probably be reported by the 
Committee on Finance next week. Hear
ings are being held on H.R. 10 this week, 
but there will be no report on the bill 
until next week at the earliest. 

The Hawaii omnibus bill may be re
ported this week by the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. Major 
amendments to the Mineral Leasing Act 
also may be reported. 

S. 2584, to remove the 50-percent sub
sidy ceiling on ship construction, may 
be reported by the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Comm~rce Wednesday. 

Nothing is expected from the Com
mittee on the Judiciary this week. 

Nothing is expected this week from the 
Colnmittee on Labor and .. Public Wel
fare. Executive meetings on the mini
mum wage bill will begin May 23. 

Nothing is expected this week from the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. The committee will wait for House 
action on the pay bill. 

Nothing is expected this week from 
the Committee on Public Works. The 

omnibus rivers and harbors bill is at 
least 2 weeks, and probably 3 weeks, from 
action. 

CONSTRUCTION OF MODERN NAVAL 
VESSELS 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of · Calendar No. 1329, 
House bill 10474. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of the 
bill (H.R. 10474) to authorize the con
struction of modern naval vessels. 

ORDER FOR ·ADJOURNMENT TO _ 12 
O'CLOCK NOON TOMORROW 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when 
the Senate concludes its business today 
it stand in adjournment until 12 o'clock 
noon tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RETIREMENT OF SENATOR 
O'MAHONEY 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I know of no other business to be 
transacted by the Senate today. 

I wish to make a brief observation 
concerning .the announcement of the 
very able senior Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'MAHONEY] that he will not be a 
candidate for reelection. 

Senator O'MAHONEY has served with 
great distinction in the Congress · for 
many years. First he was employed in 
the legislative branch of the Govern
ment as secretary to the late Senator 
Kendrick. He also rendered outstand.;. 
ing service in the executive branch of 
the Government when he served as As
sistant Postmaster General during the 
early days of the Roosevelt administra
tion. Perhaps one of his most . notable 
contributions to public service was made 
when he headed the TNEC study in the 
early thirties. This inventory of our 
economic system served as the basis for 
some of our most prudent and forward
looking legislation. 

I know of no man who has · been a 
wiser counselor or a more cooperative 
legislator than JoE O'MAHONEY. And at 
all times, he has been a true public serv
ant-dedicated to the interests of the 
people. It is with the deepest regret 
that I learn of his decision. Of course, 
we shall accept his decision, but we shall 
accept it with great regret, and with the 
knowledge that few, if any, men who 
have ever served in this body have ren
dered more dedicated or more patriotic 
or higher .quality service than has the 
Senator from Wyoming1 JoE O'MAHoNEY. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. . Mr. Presi
dent, I agree with · the Senator from 
Texas that the distinguished Senator 
from Wyoming has been one of the great 
and devoted public servants of his time. 
Even long before I had the opportunity 
to serve in this body, I was one of those 
who, from boyhood, admired his great 
:fight to preserve and atrengthen the anti
trust laws, to preserve free enterprise, 
and to treat fairly and equitably all citi-

zens of this country, no matter where 
they were placed in life, with particular 
emphasis on economic and social justice 
for the least of them all. 

It is of great regret to me to hear that 
the Senator from Wyoming is to retire 
from this body at the conclusion of this 
term. We shall sorely miss him. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I appreciate very much what the 
Senator from Louisiana has said. He 
has stated my sentiments better than I 
could express them, as he usually does. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I am 
very sorry to hear that the Senator from 
Wyoming is to retire from the Senate at 
the end of this term. 

Through many years he has been one 
of our outstanding and most valuable 
public servants. I have the privilege of 
serving on the Judiciary Committee with 
Senator O'MAHONEY, and specifically on 
the Antitrust and Monopoly Subcommit
tee, of which he was chairman, and of 
which he is now cochairman. 

Senator O'MAHONEY has always stood 
for and fought effectively for economic 
freedom, for the rights of small business 
and middle-sized business to have a 
chance against concentrations of eco
nomic power. He has effectively es
poused the cause of competition. As has 
been pointed out both in the Senate and 
in the House, where he has appeared be
fore House committees, when people lose 
their economic freedom they sooner or 
later lose their political freedom. 

There is no deeper student of the 
problems of economics and of concen
trations, monopolies, and mergers than 
the distinguished Senator from Wyo
ming. In this field he has been the 
most eminent scholar and specialist we 
have ever had, in my opinion, in the 
Congress. 

He has always been interested in 
younger Members of Congress. When I 
first came to the House of Representa
tives I came to know Senator 
O'MAHONEY. He was never too busy to 
take time to explain his philosophy, and 
to explain the meaning of legislation. 

I consider also that he is one of our 
most eminent students of constitutional 
law. When he spoke it was always on 
the basis of sound principle; he was 
listened to, and was very persu~ive. 
His work, what he stood for, and his in
:fiuence will live on for many, many 
years. We shall all certainly miss him. 
I regret that he has decided to retire. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The .sen
ator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] 
has made a very beautiful statement. I 
know that the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'MAHONEY] appreciates the trib
ute he has paid to him. I share the 
views expressed by the able Senator 
from Tennessee, who has made such re
markable contributions to the antitrust 
and monopoly field himself, and I wish 
to congratulate him on the fine work he 
has done and the great progress he has 
made and the great example of public 
service he has set. It should be an in
spiration to every person in Congress 
and in public life. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank my major
ity leader. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, long 
before I came to the Senate I came to 
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know Senator O'MAHONEY in his appear
ances before the House Judiciary Com
mittee and in several conferences be
tween the Senate and the House, and 
I came to have a very great respect for 
his unusual abilities as a laWYer. I also 
became proud to be able to call him my 
friend. He was · a friend and counselor 
on many occasions before I became a 
Member of the Senate, and has been 
such ever since. 

I have a very deep personal affection 
for Senator O'MAHoNEY. As a Re
publican I should not join in the regret 
that he has decided not to be a candidate 
again. He has, of course, a very high 
place in the affections of the people of 
his State. I certainly do regret the rea
sons which have given rise to his deci
sion, and· can only express the hope that 
his retirement from his arduous duties 
in the Senate will result in his complete 
restoration to health. 

Our hearts and our prayers will be 
with him as loilg as he lives. He holds 
a unique spot in our affections. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I appreciate the generous state
ments made by the acting minority 
leader concerning our beloved friend 
from Wyoming. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr; Presi

dent, if there is no further business to 
come before the Senate at this time, I 
move, pursuant to the order previously 
entered, that the Senate adjourn until 
12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
4 o'clock and 38 minutes p.m.) the 
Senate adjourned, under the order pre
viously entered, until tomo:rrow, Wednes
day, May 11, 1960, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate May 10, 1960: 
U.S. TAX COURT 

The following-named persons to be judges 
of the Tax Court of the United States for 
terms of 12 years from June 2, 1960. (Re
appointments.) 

Arnold Raum, of Massachusetts. 
Allin H. Pierce, of Illinois. 
Graydon G. Withey, of Michigan. 
Irene F. Scott, of Alabama., to be a judge 

of the Tax Court of the United States for 
a. term of 12 years from June 2, 1960, vice 
Marion J. Harron, term expiring. 

•• ..... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

TUESDAY,' MAY 10, 1960 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 

besieged by perplexing national prob
lemS and perilous international circum
stances. 

We penitently acknowledge that we 
art tempted to allow our minds to be 
centered merely upon tidings and things 
that are dark and gloomy, causing our 
hearts to be overcome by cowardice and 
cynicism. 

In the vast concerns of our beloved 
country, for which we find ourselves un
equal, wilt Thou give us a new perspec
tive and a clearer vision of that blessed 
day when righteousness and justice shall 
be triumphant, and freedom and peace 
shall be the glorious possession of all 
mankind. 

Through Christ Jesus, we offer our 
prayer. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION 
ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BASS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, 

tomorrow is the 25th anniversary of the 
Rural Electrification Administration. 
This great institution is not only one of 
good and of progress for all of the coun
try, but it is also a monument to the life 
and · work of our beloved Speaker, Hon. 
SAM RAYBURN. 

I have a special order for tomorrow 
and I hope, if time permits, to be able to 
discuss some of the phases in the his
tory of this great program, and at the 
same time pay tribute to the work of 
our Speaker in this field. If there are 
others who care to join me tomorrow I 
have 1 hour reserved for that purpose. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SESSION OF HOUSE 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Legislative Oversight of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce may sit today during general 
debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla
homa? 

There was no objection. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, PROVIDING PROGRAM OF ASSIST-
D.D., offered the following prayer: ANCE IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF 

Joel 2: 13: Turn unto the Lord, your FISHING VESSEI.B 
God, Jor He is gracious and merciful, The SPEAKER laid. ~fore the House 
slow to anger and of great kindness. t 

Eternal God, . ow· Father, we reJ·ol·ce· he following request from the Senate, 
· which was read: 

that Thou· art always willing to bestow 
UPOn US the priceless bleSSingS Of Thy IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
wooom to live by, Thy light to walk by, Ordered; That the House C:ai:.e~r:;:!ta-
and Thy strength to sustain us. · ttves be requested to return to the Senate 

Thou knowst that daily we are greatly the bill (H.R. 5421) entitled .. An act to pro
disturbed and disquieted for we are being vide a program of assistance to correct in-

equities in the construction of fishing ves
sels and to enable the fishing industry of 
the United States to regain a. favorable eco
nomic status, and for other purposes." 

Attest: 
FELTON M. JOHNSTON, 

· Secretary. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the request of the Senate will be agreed 
to. 

There was no objection. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
AND FARM CREDIT .tU)MINISTRA
TION APPROPRIATION BILL, 1961 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the considera
tion of the bill <H.R. 12117) making ap
propriations for the Department of 
Agriculture and Farm Credit Adminis
tration for the :fiscal year ending June 
30, 1961, and for other purposes; and 
pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that general de
bate be limited to not to exceed 4 hours, 
the time to be equally divided and con
trolled by the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. ANDERSEN] and myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Speaker, I make 

the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the 

following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

Alexander 
Anderson, 

Mont. 
Balley 
Baker 
Barden 
Barrett 
Blatnik 
BUtch 
Boggs 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Boykin 
Brewster 
Brown, Mo. 
Buckley 
Burleson 
Cahill 
Canfield 
Celler 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Coa.d 
Collier 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson 
Devine 
Dorn,N.Y. 
Dowdy 
Durham 
Elliott, Ala. 
Fallon 

[Ron No. 85] 
Fa.rbstein 
Flynn 
Forand 
Garmatz 
Gavin 
Gllbert 
Goodell 
Green, Oreg. 
Hechler 
Henderson 
Hess 
Ho1fman,m. 
Holt 
Hosmer 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Jones, Ala. 
Judd 
Kasem 
Kearns 
Kee 
Kilburn 
Kluczynskl 
Kyl 
McGinley 
McMillan 
Macdonald 
May 
Metcalf 
Miller, N.Y. 
Mitchell 
Moeller 

Montoya 
Moore 
Morris, N.Mex. 
Pillion 
Pirnie 
Porter 
Powell 
Reece, Tenn. 
Riehlma.n 
Rivers, Alaska 
Roberts 
Rooney 
Scott 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Simpson 
Spence 
St aggers 
Taylor 
Teller 
Thompson, N.J. 
Vinson 
Wallhauser 
Walter 
Weaver 
Widnall 
W1111s 
Winstead 
Wolf 
Zelenko 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 337 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 
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SUBCOMMITI'EE ON LABOR 
STANDARDS 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous censent that the Sub
committee on Labor Standards of the 
Committee on Education and Labor 
be allowed to sit this afternoon during 
general debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

SUBCOMMI'ITEE ON THE LIDRARY 
Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 

¥ ask unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on the Library of the Com
mittee on House Administration may sit 
today during general debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
AND FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRA
TION APPROPRIATION BILL, 1961 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. WHITTEN]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the consid
eration of the bill <H.R. 12117) making 
appropriations for the Department of 
Agriculture and Farm Credit Adminis
tration for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1961, and for other purposes, with 
Mr. KILDAY in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani

mous-consent agreement, the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] Will be 
recognized for 2 hours and the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. ANDERSEN] 
Will be recognized for 2 hours. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN]. 

Mr. WHITI'EN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CANNON]. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, on May 
1 the Soviet Government captured, 1,300 
miles inside the boundaries of the Rus
sian Empire, an American .Plane, oper
ated by an American pilot, under the 
direction and control of the U.S. Centrai 
Intelligence Agency, and is now holding 
both the plane and the pilot. 

The plane was on an espionage mis
sion authorized and supported by money 
provided under an appropriation recom
mended by the House Committee on Ap
propriations and passed by the Congress. 

Although the Members of the House 
have not generally been informed· on the 
subject, the mission was one of a series 
and part of an established program with 
which the subcommittee in charge of the 
appropriation was familiar, and of which 
it had been fully apprised during this 
and previous sessions. 

The appropriation and the activity 
had been approved and recommended by 

the Bureau of the Budget and, like all 
military expenditures and operations, 
was under the aegis of the Commander 
in Chief of the Armed Forces of the 
United States, for whom all members of 
the subcommittee have the highest re
gard and in whose military capacity they 
have the utmost confidence. 

The question immediately arises as to 
the authority of the subcommittee to 
recommend an appropriation for such 
purposes, and especially the failure of 
the subcommittee to divulge to the House 
and the ·country the justifications war
ranting the expenditure and all details 
connected with the item at the time it 
was under consideration on the :floor. 

The answer of the subcommittee is
absolute and unavoidable military ne
cessity, fundamental national defense. 

During the Second World War the 
United States succeeded in breaking the 
Japanese naval code. Through this in
credible good fortune the U.S. com
manders were able to read every order 
transmitted from Tokyo and all inter
:fleet communications. This advance and 
intimate information had much to do in 
preparing the way and increasing the 
effectiveness of our great victory in the 
battle of Midway which broke the power 
of Japan in the Pacific. But some in
cautious member of a congressional com
mittee or its staff leaked the information 
to a reporter, and 30 minutes after the 
next edition of his newspaper hit the 
street Japan changed her naval code and 
all further advantage was lost. 

This appropriation, and its purpose, is 
justified by honored and established 
precedent. This subcommittee, includ
ing the same personnel with the excep
tion of two members who have since 
died, was the same committee which 
for something like 3 years provided in 
the annual appropriation bills a sum 
which finally totaled more than $2 bil
lion for the original atomic bomb. Ses
sion after session the money was pro
vided, and the subcommittee visited Oak 
Ridge where the work was in progress 
without any Member of the House with 
the exception of the Speaker of the 
House being aware of this tremendous 
project or the expenditure of the money. 
According to the testimony of all mili
tary authorities that bomb ended the 
war and saved the lives of not less than 
half a million men who would have had 
to be sacrificed in the conquest of Japan. 
No one has ever said that the subcom
mittee was not justified in expending 
an amount that eventually aggregated 
more than the assessed valuation of 
some of the States of the Union for that 
purpose. 

Espionage has been throughout re
corded history an integral part of war
fare. Before occupying the Promised 
Land Moses "by the commandment of 
the Lord" sent out from the wilderness 
of Paran 10 men under the direction 
of Joshua to spy out the land. 

And no nation in the history of the 
world has practiced espionage more as
siduously than Russia. The United 
States and every other allied nation tQ
day literally swarms with her secret 
agents. Within the last few weeks we 
sent to the Federal penitentiary at At--

lanta a Russian spy convicted· in Federal 
court who was regularly transmitting in
formation directly to Moscow every 
night. Their spies stole from us the se
cret of the atomic boml). When we were 
at Oak Ridge we were told there were so 
many Russian spies there that only by a 
policy of strictest departmentalism were 
they able to maintain the integrity of 
their work. 

The need for espionage in this in
stance was exceptional and compelling. 
At the close of the World War in which 
we had saved Russia from complete sub
jugation we were surprised to learn that 
while all other nations were disarming 
and returning to a peacetime status as 
rapidly as possible, Russia was feverishly 
driving her factories and continuing to 
increase her armament at top speed. 
Simultaneously they announced that 
communism and free enterprise could 
not live in the same world. 

Every effort has been made by Ameri
can administrations to reestablish con
ditions under which we could discon
tinue excessive expenditures for arma
ment and divert these vast sums to busi
ness and humanitarian purposes. But 
each year Russia has become more arro
gant and threatening and more demand
ing. 

Under our American ideals and sys
tem of government, a declaration of 
war against any nation, however pro
vocative, is unthinkable. Our military 
authorities have no choice but to give 
any enemy the advantage of first at
tack and then depend on massive re
taliation for defense. The Communists 
have taken every advantage of this sit
uation. 

In modern warfare surprise is a tre
mendous advantage. Less than a week 
before the Communist attack on Korea 
a congressional committee from this 
House returning from Seoul reported 
that permanent peace had been estab
lished and the land was returning to 
prosperity. There was no shadow of 
war; not the slightest cloud appeared 
on the horizon. The sudden rush of a 
vast army of well armed, well trained, 
and well munitioned Communists across 
the border made it necessary for us to 
throw precipitately into battle raw and 
untrained troops who were wholly un
able to protect themselves or hold their 
positions. And there followed one of 
the most disastrous periods in the his
tory of American arms. 

During the hearings on this appro
priation for the last 2 or 3 years, I have 
each year asked the CIA representative 
before the committee, "How could the 
enemy mobilize an army of such size 
and accumulate millions of tons of 
supplies and munitions and the trans
portation facilities necessary for its 
movement without our learning that 
such an attack was in prospect?" 

And each year we have admonished 
the Authority, the CIA, that it must 
meet future situations of this character 
with effective measures. We told them, 
"This must not happen again, and it 
is up to you to see that it does not 
happen again"; that the American forces 
must be apprised of any future prepara
tion for attack in time to meet it. And 
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the plan they were following when this 
plant was taken is their answer to that 
demand. 

And I want to take advantage of the 
opportunity to compliment and thank 
Director Allen W. Dulles and his re
markable corps for the admirable way 
in which they have met the situation 
through these later years. · 

They are entitled to the highest com
mendation by the Department, the Con
gress, and the American people. 

We cannot permit another Korea. We 
cannot take the risk of carnage and na
tional dev~tation which might involve 
every American city. We cannot "take 
the risk of the consequences which 
would follow a similar attack from 
across the Russian borders. And since 
the Russians refuse to cooperate in our 
efforts to establish permanent peace
refuse even to agree to ethical standards 
of warfare-we have no choice but to 
protect our . Nation and our people 
through the age-old methods of defense 
so long in use by the Communists them
selves, lest we wake tomorrow, or do not 
wake tomorrow, as a result of our failure 
to know in time what they are planning 
against us. 

The world has been appalled by the 
vicious vindictiveness of Khrushchev's 
denunciation. He yesterday character
ized the policy of the United States as 
stupid and blundering. His fury is in
cited by the fact that it is neither stupid 
nor blundering. On the contrary it has 
been infinitely successful and effective. 

When we have answered his threats
and he has been very free with them on 
all occasions, even when he was here 
as our guest in our own country-when 
we have answered his threats by basing 
our Strategic Air Command in a position 
to defend ourselves and our allies, he has 
boasted that he could stop them at the 
border. That is why we are now so 
earnestly developing our submarines so 
that if he ever is able to neutralize our 
Strategic Air Command then we will 
have to take its place a fleet of nuclear
driven missile-firing submarines that will 
be just as effective a halter upon him as 
SAC is today. 

His discovery that since 1956, for 4 
years, CIA has been sending planes 
across his border-and as far as 1,300 
miles into the interior without his know
ing it-is the occasion of this outburst. 

It completely disproves his vaunted 
ability to stop SAC at the border. 

The only reason he was able to appre
hend even this plane or its pilot was that 
it developed some unforeseen and un
avoidable mechanical or physiological 
defect, the first in 4 years. He was un
able to hit it or to overtake it at its 
cruising height of 70,000 feet. So in 
order to leave the impression that he 
captured this plane he distributed a pic
ture of a pile of rubbish which those who 
know the plane recognized as absolutely 
spurious. The plane arid the pilot were 
evidently taken comparatively uninjured. 
That completely destroys his claims of 
invulnerability against American attack. 
So he as usual resorts to subterfuge. 

And now· the most gratifying feature 
of the entire incident. · 

The. world has always recognized the 
remarkable success of our form of gov
ernment. It has been the wonde·r and 
p.dmiration of mankind. But always they 
have said that it was at a great disadvan
t.age in a war with an authoritarian dic
tatorship. 

We have here demonstrated conclu
sively that free men confronted by the 
most ruthless and criminal despotism, 
can under the Constitution of the 
United States protect this Nation and 
preserve world civilization. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
require to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. TABER]. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, that was 
the most magnificent and courageous 
speech I have heard on this floor in many 
a day. It is true that we have ap
proached these summit conferences with 
the idea that each side must be given 
the right to inspect and examine what 
the situation might be on the other side. 
That is the only way we can have peace 
as the result of these summit conferences. 
We must have that right. When the 
leader of Russia refused us that right, the 
only method we had and the only chance 
we had was to get out and do just what 
was being done by this pilot. It was 
nothing compared to the spy work that 
was carried on by the-Russians-nothing 
at all. Today, the leader of Russia 
knows that he could not overcome the 
United States with the airplanes and mis
siles that we have available. But we 
could not know what the proper targets 
were or know where they were or where 
they would be unless we had some means 
of checking up on them-and he left us 
no course to pursue except the course 
that we did pursue. That sort of ap
proach was the only approach that we 
could make. I have served, as has the 
gentleman from Missouri, on the sub
committee that went into the question of 
the development of the atomic bomb and 
went into the questions of supplying the 
CIA and the other branches of our Gov
ernment with funds necessary to take 
care of and protect the United States and 
its people. For my own part, just so 
long as I am here, I intend to support 
that position. We brought in from the 
Committee on Appropriations, under the 
leadership of the gentleman from Texas 
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
FoRD] a military appropriation bill de
signed to maintain the advantage that 
we have today over the Soviet. Let us go 
on and maintain it. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 20 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize that in pre
senting the agriculture appropriation 
bill it is somewhat of an anticlimax in 
view of the wonderful speeches that have 
been made today. It probably is ap
propriate · that this presentation be pre
ceded by those statements, because many 
of our problems in the field of agricul
ture are tied directly into the defense 
effort of this country. 

Back in World War II, and subsequent 
thereto, the American farmers were 
asked to produce world without end. 
They did that magnificently. When the 

war was over they were not given any 
refunds or tax reductions. Some $15 or 
$18 billion were given to business after 
World. Warn. No such thing was given 
to the American farmers. 

We bring you a bill today where we 
are embarrassed b!' its size. We are em
barrassed . because · under the present 
situation it is our subcommittee that has 
to pick up the check "after the fact," 
where we have little if anything to do 
with the amounts that are involved. In 
this bill that was submitted to us we 
were requested to appropriate the sum 
of $4,135,263,190. Our subcommittee was 
able to reduce that by · $170 million. 
However, may I say, Mr. Chairman, that 
in the budget request regular activities 
were something like one-third of the 
total. Another one-third was for 
restoration of the capital impairment 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation; 
another more than one-third was re
imbursement for special activities, the 
job of handling which has been assigned 
to the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

I have before me the U.S. News & 
World Report for last week, which 
points out that the United States has 
entered into an agreement with India 
whereby we will, within the next· 4 years, 
give to India something like $1,200 mil
lion worth of rice and grain. We have 
seen in the papers the fine statements 
made as to how wonderful this is on the 
part of the United States. I am not tak
ing issue with that. But whatever that 
is, I do not know of anybody who feels 
lt would lead to any agricultural mar
kets in India. However fine it is from 
a good Samaritan point of view, how
ever good it is from the standpoint of 
our international policy, our subcom
mittee will have to sign checks for it in 
excess of $300 million, charged up to the 
American farmers for each of the next 
4 years. That is an illustration of what 
we have before us. 

Yes, Mr. Chairman, our subcommittee 
has a tough job in trying to bring about 
reductions in the .cost, because so many 
of them are beyond our reach. We on 
our subcommittees have tried to bring 
in a bill on which we could all agree. I 
doubt there is an item in this bill that 
suited all of us on this subcommittee. 
But the bill as produced represents the 
composite views of the whole subcom
mittee, I believe. I have gone over it 
very closely, trying to make it as sound 
as I was capable of doing. 

I want to pay tribute to the members 
of my subcommittee who have worked 
so hard on this bill. My friends and col
leagues on the majority side, Congress
men FRED MARSHALL, BILL NATCHER and 
FRED SANTANGELO have COOperated fully 
and have helped in every way. The 
minority members, Congressmen H. CARL 
ANDERSEN, WALT HORAN and BOB MICHEL 
have done their part to bring this bill 
to the floor in the best possible shape. 

Now I would like to discuss some of 
the major factors with which we had to 
deal. 

FARM INCOME AT LOW LEVEL 

The records of the Department show 
that the Federal Government is now 
spending far more in the name of agri
culture than ever before in history, and 
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yet income from farming in 1959, includ
ing soil bank payments, was at the lowest 
level since before World War II. This 
is true, despite the fact that national in
come has increased consistently each 
year and per capita income for all seg
ments of the population, other than agri
cultural producers, is at the highest level 
in the history of the country. 

The farm price support program was 
created in 1933 to preserve and maintain 
our soil reoources, to give the farmers 
suitable purchasing power and to provide 
the consumers witc an adequate supply 
of food and fiber. By 1952 some weak
nesses began to become apparent in the 
laws which were enacted at that time. 
The Government had an investment of 
some $2% billion in commodities in 1952 
and was incurring some one-half billion 
dollars of cost per year. This came about 
because of overproduction. 

Several factors contributed to this 
overproduction: First, the increased 
knowledge and technical know-how of 
farmers who were able to materially in
crease their production by cultivating 
each acre; second, lack of effective 
means of controlling production due to 
an antiquated system of acreage controls 
which was becoming ineffective. 

Net farm income was $14.4 billion per 
year in 1952. 

Beginning in 1953, the Department of 
Agriculture, reflecting the views of some 
people, insisted that changes should be 
made in the program then in effect. 
Since that time, the following cures have · 
been offered, tried. and from the record 
found wanting, so far as solving the 
problem is concerned: 

First. Price support reductions averag·
ing 20 percent were made under the 
"flexible price support plan!' 

Second. A soil bank program was 
created to curtail production by paying 
farmers not to farm. 

Third. Public Law 480 was enacted to 
dispose of surpluses by virtually giving 
them away overseas. 

Fourth. Research and extension ap
propriations have been increased some 
120 percent. 

Fifth. Department of Agriculture per
sonnel has increased about 28 percent 
and appropriations have increased 
around 300 percent. 

Sixth. Production controls have been 
relaxed as price support levels have been 
lowered. For example, the removal of 
controls on corn production, beginning· 
with the 1959 crop, has resulted in enor
mous increases in acreage harvested and 
volume of production. 

THE RESULTS 

Most of these so-called cures have 
been a heavy drain on the Treasury and 
have provided little- to improve the dete
riorating farm situation, which will grow 
worse if the present course is followed. 

One serious result has been the im
pairment of purchasing power of rural 
America. Farm income has dropped 
from $14.4 billion in 1952 to $11 billion 
in 1959, a 24 percent reduction. The 
effect of reduce.d prices and increased 
costs on net farm income during this 
period is indicated by the following fig-

ures from the records or the Department 
shown on page 68, part I, 1961 hearings: 

Prices r Prices N et in-
received paid come 

Parity from 
'i'atio farmin g 

(Index b ased on (percent) (billions 
191Q-14) of 

dollars) 

1952 ______ -------- 288 287 100 14.4 
1958 ___ __ - ---- - -- - 250 293 85 13. 1 
1959 __ __ __ - ----- - - 240 298 80 11.0 
4th quarter, 1959 __ 231 297 78 10.9 

The loss of this purchasing power has 
already affected not only those who de
pend on farming for a livelihood, but 
also those engaged in banking, merchan
dising, industrial production, and other 
business activities. particularly in the 
smaller communities. Since those de
pendent on agricultural income, either 
directly or indirectly, represent an im
portant market for goods produced in 
the urban ~reas of the Nation, this loss 
of farm income has not only affected the 
economic welfare of farm sections of the 
Nation, but if allowed to continue is 
bound to have serious effects on the 
whole Nation. 

The importance of American agricul
ture as a market for the Nation's goods 
can be appreciated when it is realjzed 
that agriculture uses more finished steel 
in a year than is used for a year's output 
of passenger cars. It uses more petro
leum products than any other industry. 
It uses more rubber each year than is re
quired to produce tires for 6 million au
tomobiles. It is one of the Nation's larg
est users of electrical power. Its inven
tory of machinery alone exceeds the as
sets of the American steel industry and 
is five times that of the automobile in
dustry. 

It has been reliably estimated that 
ea.ch dollar of f~rm income produces $7 
of income throughout the rest of the 
economy. Thus, it is reasonable to as
sume that the loss of $3.4 billion of farm 
income in 1959, as compared to 1952 re
sulted in a loss of domestic markets 
worth some $24 billion to the industrial 
producers of the Nation in that 1 year. 

Another unfortunate result of these 
so-called cures has been the production 
of huge surpluses of many agricultural 
commodities, which have served to de
press markets generally for agricultural 
products, and have been a great eco
nomic loss to the United States. Figures 
furnished by the Department, as set 
forth on page 68, part 1, 1961 hearings 
indicate that total farm output has in~ 
creased from the 1952 level of 108 per
cent of the base period 1947-49 to 125 
percent in 1959. This increase in pro
duction of 17 percent, which has created 
the surplus problem, has to a consider
able degree been due to efforts of farm
ers to offset. reduced prices by increased 
output. This has placed an additional 
strain on the fertility of the Nation's 
soil. It is estimated by officials of the 
Department that this unneeded produc
tion has cost the grain farmers o.ver $1 
billion in extra annual production . of 
grain alone. 

COSTS TO FEDERAL TREASURY 

Seven years of experimentation with 
reduced price supports, outmoded acre
age controls£ ineffeCtive soil bank pro
grams,. and costly oversea disposals 
·under Public Law 480 has placed a heavy 
financial drain on all segments of the 
American economy. And benefits to the 
farmer have been less than those re
ceived by other groups through these 
programs. 

A summary of these tremendous ex
penditures resulting from excessive pro
duction while trying these so-called 
cures since 1952, follows: 

Billi on 
.Reduced price supports ______________ $.8.. o 
Soil bank program___________________ 4. 3 
Public Law 480---------------------- 13.. 5 

Total-----------~-------------- 25.8 

Nearly $3 billion is provided in the bill 
for 1961 to meet the continuing cost of 
these programs, as follows: 

Bi.Zlion 
Restoration of capital impairment 

of Commodity Credit Corporation 
(price support)------------------ $1. 226 

Conservation Reserve (Soil Bank)__ • 310 
Reimbursements to CCC for cost of 

Public Law 480 and other speeial 
activit ies------------------------- 1. 444 

Total in 1961 bilL-------- --- 2. 980 

In addition to these heavy expendi
tures, the appropriations for the other 
programs of the Department have in
creased from $'827 .5 million in fiscal year 
1952 to $1,089.2 million in fiscal year 
1960, an increase of nearly 32 percent. 

PRICE SUPPORT REDUCTIONS 

Ih. the past 7 years price supports have 
been reducted an average of 20 percent. 
These drastic reductions, in the face of 
constantly rising production costs, have 
had several important effects on the 
farm economy of the Nation. First, they 
have reduced net farm income nearly 
one-fourth between 1952 and 1959. Sec
ond, they have created tremendous sur
pluses which are about to. wreck the en
tire farm program. 

As has been painted out each year by 
many members of this committee, farm
ers tend to increase their production as 
farm prices are reduced, in an effort to 
maintain income essential to meet oper
ating cost and living expenses. Experi
ence during the past few years has dis
proven the theory advocated by some 
that reduced prices will reduce produc
tion. The records of the Department for 
the past 7 years show that production 
has increased at about the same rate 
that price supports have been reduced. 

One of the most definite indications 
of this is Commodity Credit Corporation 
holdings which have increased from $2.5 
billion in 1952 to aver $9.2 billion as of 
Jan~ary 1960. A study of figures ap
pear~ng on pages 373-387. part 3, 1961 
hearmgs, further supports this point. 

The total cost of the price support 
program from its inception in 1932 
through 1952 was about $2.6 billion. 
With lowered price supports and in
creased production, the Department has 
lost another $8 billion under this pro
gram since 1952. An estimate furnished 
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by the Department shows that price sup
port on surplus feed grains alone cost 
the Government some $3.5 billion in 
price support investment and $1.5 billion 
in carrying charges in 1959. Figuring 
farm costs of extra production at 50 per
cent of normal, this surplus cost the 
farmer in excess of $1 billion to pro
duce-page 754, part 3, 1961 hearings. 

SOU. BANK PROGRAM 

In 1955, the soil bank was offered as a 
solution. A.creage was rented from 
farmers and taken out of production, 
though the record shows 23 percent had 
not been in production. The cost of the 
soil bank to date, including funds in this 
bill, has been approximately $2.7 billion. 
It is estimated that an additional $1.6 
billion will be required in future years 
to meet long-term conservation reserve 
commitments entered into under exist
ing legislation. This estimated total cost 
of $4.3 billion would be further increased 
if this program were to be extended be
yond the present year. 

The production records of the Depart
ment show that the program has been 
relatively ineffective in bringing produc
tion in line with need-pages 373-375, 
part 3, 1961 hearings. There seems to 
be little benefit from this program, un
less considered as a means of offsetting 
loss of farm income at the marketplace. 
The past record proves conclusively that 
this program offers no future solution to 
the problem of overproduction, even if 
billions of dollars are spent each year. 

As shown by the Department's testi
mony, 2.6 million farms are classified as 
small farms. These represent 56 per
cent of the total farms in the United 
States, which include about 275 million 
acres, but produce only 9 percent of the 
commercial production. Therefore if 
all such farms were removed from pro
duction at an average of $10 per acre, it 
would cost $2,750 million a year and 
would reduce production only 9 per
cent-assuming large farms did not off
set such reduction. These figures can
not be misunderstood. 

PUBLIC LAW 480 

The Agricultural Trade and Develop
ment Act, Public Law 480, was proposed 
as a means of disposing of the surpluses 
which reduced price supports and acre
age controls had failed to control. Title 
I of this law provides for sales for for
eign currencies, title II authorizes dona
tions to friendly countries to meet 
famines and other disasters, and title 
III provides for barter and other means 
of disposal. It is to be noted that the 
Government pays the full costs of this 
program in American dollars. 

It was adopted by Congress with se
rious misgivings on the part of many 
people. In view of the fact that it has 
done nothing toward stopping overpro
duction-in fact it has tended to post
pone the time when Congress will deal 
with that problem-such misgivings ap
pear to have been fully justified. 

This program, which was first started 
in 1954 as an outlet for surpluses has de
veloped into an outlet for pr~duction 
overflow at practically 100 percent cost 
to the United States.' Instead of cor-

recting the situation, it has been fol
lowed by more and more surpluses. 

The authorization for sales to foreign 
governments for local currencies under 
title I has expanded tremendously since 
its inception as follows: 

Total au
thorization-

billion 
JuUy 1954 ______ __ _______ ____ ________ $0.7 

August 1955- - ---- - --- - ------------ -- 1.5 
August 1956- --------------- ------ --- 3.0 
August 1957- - - ---------------- --- - - - 4.0 
Septe~ber 1958------ --------- - ---- - 6. 25 
Septe~ber 1959----- ---------------- 9. 25 

In addition, up to $1.4 billion is au
tho;rized for donations under title II. 
Title III costs will further increase this 
amount, although exact figures are not 
available. Through December 1959 over 
$2.9 billion of commodities have been 
donated and bartered under title III. 
Thus a total of over 13.5 billion American 
dollars has ·been authorized for expendi
ture since 1954 under present law. Fur
ther extensions of the act would of 
course increase this total cost. 

This program was originally justified 
as a means of using agricultural sur
pluses to develop and promote oversea 
markets for U.S. agricultural products. 
There is evidence to indicate, however, 
that foreign currencies generated under 
this program in some instances are being 
used to expand agricultural production 
abroad, in competition with U.S. prod
ucts in world markets. Further, it ap
pears that such programs are often 
undertaken in countries which have no 
prospects of ever providing markets for 
U.S. products. · 

An example of this is a project called 
"Operation Beef" in Argentina. Under 
this program, $14.3 million is being used 
to increase beef production in that coun
try to compete with U.S. meat producers 
in world markets. Since Argentina pro
duces many of the same crops as the 
United States, the two countries are 
natural competitors and market pros
pects there are very limited. Therefore 
it is hard to understand how U.S. inter~ 
ests are benefited by projects of this 
kind. 

Whatever the benefits of the Public 
Law 480 program, in the opinion of 
many members of the committee, it too 
has failed to help the overproduction 
problem. As mentioned earlier, it prob
ably has contributed to a constantly de
teriorating situation for American agri
culture by getting these huge surpluses 
"out of sight" abroad and thereby post
poning action to prevent the increase in 
the surplus problem. 

If a sufficient amount were diverted 
from the tremendous supplies on hand 
and available for use under Public Law 
480, such commodities could well be the 
means of enabling the farmers to bring 
production in line with domestic and 
foreign consumption. If used to protect 
farm income while the farmer cut pro
duction 20 percent, they would reduce 
storage costs up to $100 million per year 
and would reduce price support costs
possibly $700 million to $1 bi111on per 
year. Further, they would protect farm 

income during the period of adjustment 
needed to bring production in line with 
demand, and would enable such a plan 
to be carried out at little or no cost to 
the Government. The commodities have 
already been bought and paid for by 
CCC and will otherwise be given away 
to foreign countries under Public Law 
480. A full discussion of such a proposal 
for feed grains, the area of our greatest 
problem, is contained on pages 172-173, 
part 3, 1961 hearings. 

In the opinion of a majority of the 
members of the committee if the Public 
Law 480 program is to be continued, it 
should be considered a foreign aid pro
gram and should be paid for in the 
mutual security bill. 

EXPANDED RESEARCH AND EXTENSION 

As pointed out previously, funds for 
the research and extension programs of 
the Department have expanded about 
120 percent since 1952. A summary of 
this increase is as follows: 

Department of Agriculture re-

S~~~r~~eriirient-stations--~~======= Extension Service ________ _____ ___ _ 
·TotaL __ -- --- --- ---- -- -- ----

1952 

M illion 
$44.2 
12.7 
33.5 

00.4 

1960 

M iUion 
$104.4 

31. 8 
64 .. 1 

200.3 

The large increases for these programs 
have been justified by the Department 
and offered as an answer to the ft:.:-m 
problem and as a substitute for protec
tion of farm income through adequate 
price support levels. They have been 
supported by the Department on the 
theory that improvement of farming 
methods and development of new uses 
for agricultural commodities through 
research can offset reduced income and 
thereby enable the farmer to stay in 
business. · 

The members of the committee fully 
recognize the value of these essential 
programs. They are aware of the im
portant benefits of research and exten
sion work to the farmers of the Nation. 
They realize the fact that farmers would 
be much worse off financially than they 
now are, were it not for the improved 
production techniques which have re
sulted from the research and extension 
programs of the Department. 

They realize, however, that the real 
benefits of this work are not sufficiently 
direct and fast enough to meet a sudden 
economic crisis, such as has been ex
perienced in the past few years. They 
wish to point out, therefore, that these 
programs, as fine and essential as they 
are, cannot and should not be expected 
to offset sudden losses of farm income 
and related economic problems. 

PERSONNE L AND APPROPRIATIONS INCREASES 

It is apparent that continued increases 
in personnel and funds for the Depart
ment of Agriculture is not the answer 
to the farm income problem, where 
higher cost and lower prices are leading 
to overproduction. If such increases 
could improve the situation, the 28-per
cent increase in personnel and 300-per
cent increase in appropriations since 
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1952 would have done so. A summary of 
the expansion of the Department is as 
follows: 

Personnel 

I>ec. 31, 1952----------------------- 67,406 
I>ec. 31, 1959--------------------~-- 86,508 

Increase (28 percent)--------- 19, 102 
Appropriations 

Billion 

Fiscal year 1953-------------------- $1.045 
~seal year 1960-----·-------------- 4.045 

Increase (300 percent)-------- 3.083 
REMOVAL OF CONTROLS 

Along with actions taken to reduce 
price supports, efforts have been tnade 
by the Department to remove or curtail 
production controls. This also has con
tributed to the increased production in 
recent years and the ever-mounting 
surpluses. 

While efforts to control production 
through acreage controls have not been 
effective~ it appears unwise to eliminate 
them until some satisfactory substitute 
has been adopted. Mandatory price sup
ports on basic commodities cannot work 
without some type of control over pro
duction. 

Corn (bushels) 
Support 

levels 
(percent) 

Acreage 
harvested 

(million 
acres) 

At the recommendation of the De
partment, a program w·as adopted last 
year which removed all controls on corn, 
beginning with the 1959 crop·, along with 
a further reduction in price-support 
levels. This was done over the strenu
ous objection of many Members of Con
gress who realized that the inevitable 
result would be to increase production 
substantially, fill up Government storage 
facilities, increase Government costs, 
and further depress the market. 

The result of this new corn program 
has been to increase harvested acreage 
from 73.3 million acres for the 1958 crop 
to 84.6 million acres for the H}-59 crop. 
Intentions · to plant for the 1960 corn 
crop are estimated by the Department 
to further increase to 85.a million acres. 
They could possibly increase to 90 millio~ 
acres. 

While it is too early to see the ultimate 
effect of this program, it is significant 
to note that production of corn in
creased from 3.8 billion bushels in 1958 
to 4.4 billion bushels in 1959. Further 
increases for 1960 are probable. 

A summary of Department :figures 
placed in the 1961 hearing record rela
tive to corn is as follows: · 

Yield per 
acre 

Production 
(million) 

CCC 
inventory 
(million) 

Storage and· 
handling 

costs 
(million) 

----~~----1-·------ ------1--·---·1-----1-----·-----
1952 _______________________ _ 

1956 _____ -------------------
1958_ -----------------------
1959 ______ ---------------- - -

90 
84 
77 
66 

80.9 
75.6 
73. 3 
84.6 

In the face of this record, it is even 
more disturbing to learn that the De
partment is now recommending the same. 
kind of program for the handling of 
wheat. This would certainly compound 
the problem, if adopted. 

CORRECTIVE ACTION URGENTLY NEEDED 

· Members of this committee tried to 
tell the Department in 1953 and subse
quent years that farm income is based on 
"volume" times "price" less ''cost." They 
tried to convince the Department that, 
if prices were reduced, the farmer-faced 
with increasing costs-of necessity 
would increase volume, and could do so 
since control by acreage is no longer ef
fective. Prices were reduced, and pro
duction went UP-n'Ot down. 

While differences of opinion exist as to 
what should be done in the future, the 
record clearly shows what has been done 
during the past 7 years has been no so
lution. The situation becomes progres
sively worse for the farmer and the tax
payer, while the major benefits go to 
those between the farmer and the con
sumer. The above facts and experiences 
convince a majority of the committee 
that the problem will never be solved 
until Congress attacks the problem a:t 
its base, which is overproduction. 

It is the belief of a majority of this 
committee that, for the protection of our 
overall economy, farm prices must re
flect cost plus a reasonable return. Such 
prices, however, must be made contin
gent upon farmers holding farm pro
duction, in terms of bushels, bales and 
pounds, to domestic and normal foreign 

40.7 
45.7 
51.8 
51.5 

3, 292.0 
3,445. 3 
3,800. 9 
4,361. 2 

$500.0 
1, 245.6 
1, 857.8 
1,861. 3 

$28.3 
71.5 

140. 0 
133.5 

markets. If that is done an adequate 
price can be obtained at the market
place. 

This makes it imperative that present 
approaches to this problem be reversed 
if the agricultural industry of this coun-· 
try is to survive, and if we l:NL"e to prevent 
a bankrupt agriculture from pulling 
down the rest of our economy. Further, 
the taxpayers are not likely to continue 
to finance such needless and heavy ex-· 
penditures which can be avoided if 
proper supports based upon farm costs 
are restored and made contingent upon 
actual production being held in line. 
Unless present programs are reversed, 
they will eventully wreck farm purchas
ing power, and eventually the entire na
tional economy. 

Farmers themselves are suffering most 
from these costly and ineffective pro
grams. They are forced to operate in a 
manner that causes them to deny their 
families a:.: adequate standard of living 
and in many instances they are taking 
fertility from the soil that they wish to 
preserve for future generations. On 
numerous occasions they have expressed 
a desire to cooperate with the Federal 
Government to bring about a correction 
of the farm problem. To a large extent 
their pleading has been ignored because 
of the il\fiuence of those between the 
farmer and the consumer who have-pros
pered in the farmer's name and . at the 
cost of the taxpayer. 

After the experience of the past 7 
years, it appears absolutely necessary 
that production be brought in line with 
the needs of domestic and foreign dollar 

markets. Past approaches to overpro
duction must be' reversed, using surplus 
commodities now on hand to ease the 
financial sh:ock on the farmer and the 
general economy during the period nec
essary for adjustment. 

And whatever we do, our investigations 
and hearings show we must operate the 
Commodity Credit Corporation on a 
strictly business basis, with due regard 
to safeguarding the assets of the Corpo
ration in order to protect the U.S. Treas
ury. 

THE COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

The Commodity Credit Corporation 
was organized October 17~ 1933, under 
the laws of the State of Delaware, as an 
agency of the United States. From 1933 
to 1939 the Corporation was managed 
and operated in close amliation with the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 
On July 1, 1939, it was transferred to th~ .. 
Department of Agriculture by the Presi
dent's Reorganization Plan I. Under the 
Commodity Credit Corporation Charter 
Act of June 29, 1948, it was established 
as an agency and instrumentality of the 
United States under a permanent Fed
eral charter. 

The original capital in 1933 was $3 
million. The act of March 8, 1938, gave 
CCC its first borrowing authority of $500 
million. This was increased periodi
cally until it had reached $6.75 billion in 
1950. This amount has been increased 
four times since 1952 and now stands at 
$14.5 billion. 

The Corporation is managed by a 
board of directors, subject to the general 
super-vision and direction of the Secre
tary of Agriculture, who is, ex omcio, a 
director and chairman of the board. The 
board consists of the Secretary of Agri
culture and six other members appointed 
by the President and confirmed by the 
Senate. 

Under the provisions of the Corpora
tion's charter, its omcers and employees 
are obligated to operate on a sound busi
ness basis and protect the assets of the 
Corporation.· In the past, the omcers 
and directors have been full-time em
ployees of the Department, and thereby 
able to give only a portion of their time 
and attention to this $14.5 billion Cor
poration, the largest in the world, han
dling the greatest volume of buying and 
selling of any business org.anization 
known. 

The policies adopted and actions 
taken by Department and CCC omcials 
in recent years have been disappointing 
to the committee. In the opinion of 
many members, they have lacked com
plete objectivity. 

As a result, the record indicates that 
much unnecessary cost has been in
curred and much money has been 
wasted, all of which has to be restored by 
appropriations from the Treasury. 

STORAGE COSTS EXCESSrvE 

Many fail to realize that about half of 
the price support expenditures each year 
are for such items as storage and han
dling, transportation, interest and ad
ministrationr Despite frequent com
ments concerning · subsidies and price 
support benefits to the farmer, the 
amount which eventually goes to the 
farmer is only a portion of the cost. In 
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fact every group seems to be cut in on 
profits far beyond those received by the 
farmer. In fiscal year 1959, for exam
ple, storage, transportation, administra
tive and interest costs were 49 percent 
of the total losses under the price sup
port program. And, while the rates for 
these nonfarm costs assure a handsome 
profit, amounts paid to farmers a.s price 
supports hardly cover production costs. 

In 1959, storage and handling charges 
totaled $481.7 million. Storage charges 
for 1960 are estimated at $612 million. 
Further, unless something is done to curb 
this increasing cost, storage costs are 
expected to exceed $700 million in 1961. 
It should be noted that this latter 
amount is nearly equal to the cost of 
running all of the Department's regular 
activities in 1953, including research, 
marketing extension, soil conservation, 
-erop insurance, regulatory activities, and 
forestry. 

During this period, while support 
prices to farmers were being reduced by 
an average of 20 percent, rates paid to 
warehousemen for storage were being in
creased substantially. Further, since 
the farmer pays for the first year of stor
age, this increase in storage costs further 
reduced the net amount of his loan by 
the same amount. The total cost of 
storage was increased from $73.3 million 
in fiscal year 1952 to $481.7 million in 
fiscal year 1959-pages 483-486, part 3, 
1961 hearings. During this same period, 
net income to the farmer dropped about 
24 percent. 

Committee investigations made in 1955 
and 1956, which have been made a mat
ter of record, disclosed various actions 
of the Department to increase storage 
costs through increased rates and bene
fits to private warehousemen and the 
use of commission merchants and for
warding agents in lieu of available De
partment personnel. These investiga
tions also provided information to show 
that commodities were often moved from 
one area of the country to another, re
gardless of expense, in order to fill empty 
commercial warehouses, even though 
Government storage bins were left va
cant. In 1955, over 16 million bushels 
of corn were moved from the Midwest 
to the west coast ·at a cost to the Gov
ernment of over $8 million, even though 
vacant space remained at locations from 
which shipped. 

A comprehensive committee investiga
tion conducted last fall provided further 
information which helps to explain why 
storage charges have increased so much 
in recent years. For example, this in
vestigation included figures showing that 
storage charges paid certain warehouses 
during the period 1957-59 were sum
ciently high to allow the owners to · 
recover their investment in buildings 
and equipment in a period of 2 years. In 
one instance, the investment was liqui
dated in 16 months. While uniform 
storage rates for uniform warehousing 
and storage appear sound, the same rate 
for inferior or low-cost warehousing 
cannot be justified and is far too ex
pensive to the Corporation. 

Further, during this period of price 
reductions for the farmer and profitable 
increases for all others, the Commodity 
Credit Corporation disposed of usable 
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Government-owned storage bins at a 
substantial loss. During this same pe
riod, many CCC-owned bins were leased 
to private persons, some of which were 
rerented for storage of Govenmient
owned grain. The .figures on pages 753-
759, part 3, 1961 hearings, show that as 
of December 31, 1957, some 31.7 million 
bushels of CCC storage binS were leased 
for three-fourths cent per bushel per 
month-an annual rate of 9 cents per 
bushel. Some of this type of space has 
been rerented by CCC for the standard 
annual rate of 16.5 cents per bushel, plus 
loading in and out charges. 

Evidence has also come to the com
mittee's attention that Government
owned storage space such as bins and 
liberty ships was and is being held va
cant in order to keep private warehouse 
space filled at excessive storage rates. 

Officials of the Commodity Credit Cor
poration state that these actions were 
taken under their interpretation of au
thority in section 3 of the charter of the 
Corporation, which reads as follows: 

That nothing contained in this subsection 
(b) shall limit the duty of the Corporation, 
to the maximum extent practical consist
ent with the fulfillment of the Corporation's 
purposes and the effective and efficient con
duct of its business, to utilize the usual 
and customary channel facilities and ar
rangements of the trade and commerce in 
warehousing commodities. 

It is the opinion of the majority of 
this committee, in view of the obliga
tion of the officers of the Corporation to 
protect its assets and thereby the tax
payer, that these actions do not con
stitute "effective and efficient" conduct 
of the Corporation's business. 

RECLASSING OF COTTON 

Since 1956, the Corporation has paid 
out over $166 million in rebates on cot
ton reclassed after sale, a large part to 
international cotton traders who held 
such cotton for the Government in their 
own warehouses where they could easily 
have advance knowledge of reclassing 
rebates, thus preventing true competi
tion at time of sale. A breakdown of 
this amount is set forth on page 314, 
part 3, 1961 hearings. Much of this 
cottton was sold by such buyers from 
CCC in world trade at higher than the 
original class, as shown by previous 
committee investigations. 

The committee developed these facts 
in 1958 and the CCC stopped the practice 
for the past year-selling approximately 
6 million bales without reclass after sale. 
Thus no rebate was paid. Notwithstand
ing this fact, yielding to pressure from 
those who received such rebates, the De
partment has again refused to reclass 
before sale so as to have maximum com
petition and treat all bidders alike. It 
has announced that for the ensuing year 
it will reclass cotton after sale on a dis
count basis. 

In the opinion of the committee such 
action shows an utter disregard of the 
obligation to protect the assets of the 
Corporation and thereby the taxpayer. 

FAILURE TO SELL COMPETITIVELY 

For a number of years the CCC, fol
lowing orders of the Department, refused 
to sell U.S. agricultural commodities 
competitively in world markets, notwith-

standing unlimited authority to sen 
competitively for dollars. Page 148, 
part 3, 1961 hearings, shows the years 
in which commodities were not offered 
competitively, During that period, CCC 
stocks on hand increased from $1 billion 
as of June 30, 1952, to $3.7 billion on 
June 30, 1954, and $5 billion on June 30, 
1955. 

Finally in late 1954, at the insistence df 
this committee, the Department began 
selling some commodities competitively 
in world trade for dollars. Finally all 
commodities except cotton were offered. 
During this period, while cotton was held 
off world markets, CCC holdings of cot
ton increased from $418,000 in 1952 to 
$1,249,813,000 in 1956. 

In 1955, at the insistence of this com
mittee, the first cotton was offered for 
sale abroad for dollars on a competitive 

· basis and 1 million bales were. sold in a 
very short time. Then at the request of 
American international cotton mer
chants, the Government again held U.S. 
surplus cotton off world markets. Con
gress then passed the Agricultural Act 
of 1956 requiring sales for dollars. Not
withstanding this legislation, the Depart
ment in 1958 refused to offer cotton at 
competitive prices "in violation of law" 
according to the Comptroller General. 
Exports dropped from 7.6 million bales 
in 1956-57 to 2.8 million bales in 1958-
59. This course has cost the CCC and 
the people hundreds of millions of dol
lars and has done great damage to the 
U.S. cotton producers. 

In 1959, competitive oversea sales 
were started again and exports for 
1959-60 will again increase to a total of 
6.5 million bales. from a low of 2.8 mil
lion bales in 1958-59 when the CCC, un
der instructions from the Department, 
was holding U.S. commodities off world 
markets, increasing storage costs and 
holding an umbrella over increased for
eign production. 

Despite the success of the competitive 
sales program, the CCC now is using the 
payment-in-kind approach, the cost of 
which is hard to determine. Future in
vestigations will likely show exorbitant 
profits to many nonfarmers. 

LACK OF SALES PROGRAM 

It will also be recalled that this $14.5 
billion Corporation, which was purchas
ing increasing quantities of commodities 
each year, did not even have a sales 
organization or a sales manager until 
congressional action was taken to require 
such a program. In 1956, this committee 
created a special position of sales man
ager and directed the Corporation to set 
up a sales organization and undertake an 
aggressive sales program. The work of 
this sales manager has been fairly effec
tive. However, domination by other of
ficials of the Department and lack of au
thority to sell have reduced his effective
ness. 

RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS IN CCC 
OPERATIONS 

These factors have caused a majority 
of the members of the committee to 
agree that the operations of this huge · 
Corporation must be improved. · con
siderable monetary savings could be made 
through improved operations. 
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The committee believes that CCC 
would be more effectively and effi
ciently run and its assets better pro
tected, if its officers were full-time em
ployees of the Corporation rather than 
officials of the Department, with full time 
jobs with other activities of the Depart
ment. The committee has therefore in
cluded language in the bill to require 
that the ofllcers and directors of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation be paid 
from corporate funds, after February 1, 
1961. This should have the effect of giv
ing the Corporation more independence 
and should lead to greater efllciency in 
its operation and less impairment of 
capital, which will thereby reduce the 
amount of future appropriations re
quired. 

Further, since the officers and direc
tors of the Corporation have the obliga
tion to operate efficiently and to protect 
the assets of the Corporation, and there
by the Government and the taxpayers, a 
majority of the members of the commit
tee believe from the record before them 
that certain corrective actions are neces
.sary with regard to storage practices. 

The committee urges the Corporation 
to decrease amounts paid for other than 
farmer-owned storage by at least the re
duced value of the commodity stored, as 
determined by the reduction in price sup
port levels and per-unit investment of 
the Government since 1952 in such com
modities. It also urges the Corporation 
to discontinue the sale or lease of Gov
ernment storage space to commercial 
concerns where such space can be used 
more economically to store commodities 
by CCC. 

Further, should the Corporation•s· 
holdings be reduced to the .point that 
competition exists between warehouse
men at terminal markets or ports, a ma
jority of the members believe that the 
CCC should set up guide rules or perhaps 
advertise for bids, in order to hold down 
costs and reduce the opportunity for 
favoritism in determining which ware
houses will receive Government business 
at such points. 

The committee does not approve the 
moving of CCC stocks from Government 
storage bins and liberty ships into com
mercial space in order to pay commercial 
warehousemen storage costs. The Gov
ernment-owned facilities should be used 
to capacity at all times. Furthermore, 
the CCC should not encourage expansion 
of commercial storage facilities beyond 
community needs by offering unrealistic 
rates that encourage highly speculative 
investments on the part of inexperienced 
grain starers. Prior to any request to 
the warehouse industry to provide addi
tional storage, the CCC should make a 
survey to determine the adequacy of 
space to handle stocks over an extended 
period of time. 

The committee is firmly opposed to the 
proposal to reinstate reclassing of cotton 
after sale. They oppose it for two rea
sons: First, it adds to the capital im
pairment of the Corporation and in- · 
creases the annual appropriations by les
sening competition and funds received 
by CCC from sales; and second, such a 
practice gives a definite advantage to the 
large cotton buyers who also have large 
quantities of CCC-owned cotton stored 

in their warehouses and thereby are in 
a position to anticipate rebates from re
classing in offering bids for cotton pur
chases from CCC on a competitive basis. 

The committee has included language 
in the bill, therefore, which prohibits the 
use of CCC funds to carry on cotton re
classing after time of sale. It is of the 
opinion that any reclass of cotton should 
be contingent upon determination by 
CCC that there is a need for such reclass. 
Further, it believes that cotton should 
be sold by sample or cataloged so as to 
give all purchasers an equal opportunity 
to bid. The committee notes that the 
Department, following such a course, 
sold 6 million bales of cotton this year 
without such reclass after sale. 
NEW APPROACH TO PRODUCTION CONTROL NEEDED 

The most serious problem facing Agri
culture today is the continued overpro
duction of crops already in surplus 
supply. Yields per acre for nearly all 
crops have increased steadily in recent 
years. Total production has also in
creased, despite acreage controls and the 
Soil Bank. 

When the present system of acreage 
controls was placed into effect over 20 
years ago, it was fairly effective, since 
acreage yields were limited by the type 
of agriculture used at that time. In 
recent years, however, this · means of 
control has become completely ineffec
tive due to improved methods of cultiva
tion and increased use of machinery, 
fertilizer, insecticides, and improved 
seed. 

It is apparent to this committee that 
something has to be done. Correction 
must be made, both for the welfare of 
the farmer and the Federal Treasury. 

In seeking a solution, several facts 
are evident: 

First. What we have been doing has 
not worked. After spending or commit
ting. ourselves to spend nearly $26 bil
lion, the record shows the situation to 
be three to four times worse in terms of 
surplus inventories of CCC. 

Second. Farm income is now so low, 
even with the sale of the overproduction 
to the Government, that farm pw·chas
ing power must be protected from a 
further drop. 

Third. Any future ·farm program must 
provide that farm income shall come 
from the production of that quantity of 
product necessary for domestic and for..; 
eign markets. In the interest of the 
overall national economy, such produc
tion must reflect farm costs plus a rea
sonable profit. Such income should come 
from the marketplace. 

Fourth. To bring about correction, we 
have one factor which should enable us 
to scale back overproduction without 
injury to farm income or further cost 
to the taxpayer during the period of ad
justment. This is the $9.2 billion of CCC 
commodities on hand which are already 
paid for. Commodities from these stocks 
should be offered to farmers in consid
eration for cutting back farm produc
tion. 

If such a plan were put into effect, 
there would be a number of important 
benefits to the national economy-(a) 
the Government would save storage 
costs, (b) price support costs would be 

reduced in line with production actually 
eliminated, (c) farmers would save the 
cost of producing extra units of produc
tion for which there is no market. Fur
ther, no additional outlays of funds 
would be required to accomplish this ob
jective, since commodities to be used are 
in Government stocks and will other
wise be given away under Public Law 
480. 

Once production and demand are in 
reasonable adjustment under this pro
gram, it would appear that fair and rea
sonable price supports should be pro
vided for the farmer's share of the do
mestic market. Any overproduction 
should be eligible for foreign markets at 
world prices. If this course were fol
lowed, the cost to the Government would 
be negligible. 

The other cow·se which might be fol
lowed would be to continue price sup
ports on total production, limited to do
mestic, and foreign markets. If this 
approach were used, the Government 
would continue to pay the cost of the 
difference between the support price to 
offset high American costs and the world 
market. 

Whichever course is followed, or if 
some other answer is to be found, it is 
the belief of a majority of this commit
tee that the Department and the Con
gress should get together without delay 
on a plan to use surplus commodities on 
hand to get farmers to cut total produc
tion of wheat and feed grains-the area 
of greatest difficulty at the present 
time which commodities must be con
sidered together. Merely cutting acre
age will not work, as shown by the 
record. 

The Department should be authorized 
to immediately institute a program 
which will encourage each producer of 
wheat, corn, and feed grains to curtail 
his production up to 25 percent in any 
one year in return for the transfer to 
him from CCC stocks of an equal quan
tity of the commodity for which reduc
tion was made. 

Under such a plan, the Secretary of 
Agriculture would transfer from Govern
ment stocks of wheat, corn, grain sor
ghum, or other feed grains, which are 
otherwise available for shipment to for
eign countries under Public Law 480 and 
similar programs, to any U.S. producer 
of said grains upon the following terms 
and conditions: 

First. The producer must reduce his 
total production of wheat, corn, grain 
sorghum, or other feed grain below his 
average production of all of said grains 
for the 3 preceding years. 

Second. The Secretary shall first enter 
into an agreement for a period of from 
1 to 3 years with any such producer of 
wheat, corn, grain sorghum, or other 
feed grain, or any combination thereof, 
which will require upon the part of such 
producer that he reduce his total pro
duction of all of said grains below his 
average production of the 3 preceding 
years before such producer can qualify 
to receive Government stocks. 

Third. The Secretary shall determine 
the amount of such transfer of said feed 
grains to be offered for transfer in any 
year to any one producer, but in no case 
shall the amount exceed 25 percent of the 
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average production of said producer for 
the 3 years next preceding the date of 
such agreement. Such transfer may be 
made by transferring warehouse receipts. 

Fourth. To obtain such Government 
stocks, each farmer must Ca) file notice 
with the county committee that he ex
pects to avail himself of such offer, (b) 
agree in writing to reduce his total pro
duction of all or any combination of such 
grains for the years included in such 
agreement, (c) submit a· statement of his 
production of all of said crops for the 3 
preceding years, together with such addi
tional proof as may be required by the 

·Secretary, (d) certify that he will not 
increase his production of other com
mercial crops, and (e) supply such proof 
of reduced production as the Secretary 
may require. 

Fifth. Insofar as practical, grain so 
transferred shall be of the same type and 
kind as that for which reduction in pro
duction was made by such produc.er. 
When not practical, such transfer shall 
be in quantities of grains of equivalent 
monetary value. 

Sixth. The Secretary of Agriculture 
would be authorized to issue such rules 
and regulations as may· be essential to 
carry out this provision. 

As a part of such a plan, a commis
sion could well be appointed to study 
and prepare a farm plan for submission 
to the Congress after adjustment of 
production has been made. Such plan 
should be based on protecting farm in
come at the market place and keeping 
production in line with domestic and 
foreign markets. This approach is 
deemed necessary because of wide differ
ences which now exist between farm or
ganizations and between farm leaders, 
including those in the Congress. 

It is believed by a majority of the 
members of the committee that this 
proposal is a start in the right direc
tion, that is, toward a program of bal
ancing production with market demand 
and the long time need to maintain 
soil and water resources. It would pro
vide an effective means of controlling 
production through production quotas on 
the quantity of a commodity which may 
be produced and marketed. In addition, 
it would save farmers their present cost 
of production on that part of their pro
duction eliminated, and would save the 
Government the price support and stor
age and handling costs on the surplus 
which otherwise would be produced. It 
is to be noted that, under this plan, 
the Government would save storage costs 
of from 1i.68 cents per a~num for oats 
to around 16.5 cents for corn and 17.885 
cents for wheat and flax, for each bushel 
removed from storage. Also, it should 
be remembered that it would cost the 
Government little, if anything, for com
modities transferred to farmers in pay
ment for reduced production, since such 
commodities are now on hand and will 
otherwise be given away under the "for
eign aid" Public Law 480 program·. 

BENEFITS TO GENERAL PUBLIC 

As pointed out in previous years, most 
of the programs of the Department are 
of direct benefit to every citizen of the 
United States and should· not be· con-

sidered to be exclusively for the bene-
·flt of the farmer. American consumers 
in general receive as large a share of the 
benefits from Federal funds spent for 
agriculture each year as do the farmers 
themselves. Programs benefiting the 
general public as much or more than the 
farmer include the following: 

First. Improvement and protection of 
public health, includirtg home economics 
and human nutrition research, plant and 
animal disease and pest control, meat 
and poultry inspection, school lunch and 
special milk programs, and donations to 
schools, institutions and needy people. 

Second. International relations and 
national defense, including Foreign Agri
cultural Service, donations to Veterans' 
Administration and Defense Department, 
donations to needy people abroad, Inter
national Wheat Agreement, emergency 
famine relief, sales for foreign currencies 
(Public Law 480), and bartered materials 
for stockpile. 

Third. Regulation and improvement 
of marketing, including marketing re
search and regulatory activities, market 
inspection, grading, classing and stand
ards, agricultural estimates, market news 
services, freight rate services, the Com
modity Exchange Authority, and the 
Farmers Cooperative Service. 

Fourth. Conservation of natural re
sources, including the Soil Conservation 
Service, watershed protection, flood pre
vention, Great Plains program, and the 
agricultural conservation program. 

Of the funds expended for agriculture 
for fiscal year 1960, it is estimated by the 
Department that over 54 percent will be 
spent for programs which benefit the 
general public as well as the farmer. 
Estimated expenditures for fiscal year 
1961 indicate the same situation-page 
26, part 1, 1961 hearings. 

AMERICAN CONSUMER EATING BETTER 

Further, it should be pointed out that 
the American consumer is eating more 
and better food at less cost than ever be
fore in history. While per capita income 
in the United States has increased 
steadily each year, consumers are spend
ing a smaller share of this income for 
food. Department of Agriculture statis
tics-page 85, part 1, 1961 hearings-in
dicate that the average American con
sumer is spending about 21 percent of his 
income for food, as compared to 23 per
cent in 1951 and 27 percent at the end of 
World War n. Figures on page 87, part 
1, 1961 hearings, show that 1 hour of 
factory labor will buy twice as much food 
as it would 30 years ago. In 1929, 1 
hour of labor would buy 6.4 loaves of 
bread, while in 1959, 1 hour of labor 
bought 11.3 loaves. One hour of labor 
will now buy 17.6 pints of milk as com
pared to 7.8 pints in 1929. The same re
lationship applies for meat, butter, eggs, 
potatoes, oranges, and most other agri
cultural items. 

DONATIONS AT HOME AND ABROAD 

When considering the cost of agricul
tural programs, it is import~nt to realize 
that a significant part of the cost of the 
Department of Agriculture is due to the 
furnishing of foods to needy people, both 
in· the United States and overseas. 
Since 1953; ·$1.3 billion ·of surplus foods 
have bee~ distrib:ut~ to the needy peo-

ple of this country. This has been of di
rect help to States-and local communi
ties in handling their own welfare pro
grams. In 1959, over 21 million Ameri
cans benefited from these surplus foods. 
Since 1953, approximately the same 
amount of surplus foods have been given 
to needy persons in foreign countries. 
These donations have been made 
through U.S. voluntary agencies in 
which church-affiliated organizations 
have played an important part. 

While the cost of the Public Law 480 
program, which is paid for in American 
dollars, is carried in the agricultural ap
propriation bill and, therefore, charged 
against the farmer by those who are un
friendly to agriculture, most of the real 
benefits seem to go to everyone but the 
American farmer. Some 85 to 90 per
cent of all foreign -currencies received in 
payment for foods shipped abroad is 
either given or loaned back to the gov
ernment of the recipient countries. 
These funds, which are frequently used 
to create or expand foreign agricultural 
production in competition with U.S. pro
ducers, are handled by the International 
Cooperation Administration as a supple
ment to the regular foreign aid program. 

The balance of these foreign curren
cies are set aside for the use of the 
United States to meet oversea expendi
tures which otherwise would have to be 
met by appropriations from the u.s. 
Treasury. Under the provisions of sec
tion 104 of Public Law 480, these foreign 
currencies may be used for a variety of 
U.S. purposes abroad, including market 
development, trade fairs, supplemental 
stockpiling, educational activities, trans
lation and acquisition of foreign publi
cations, scientific activities, construction 
of U.S. buildings and operation of U.S. 
agencies. 

The bulk of these currencies are be
ing used overseas for such things as for
eign aid operations, military housing, 
stockpiling, and educational · and re
search activities. Yet the cost of the 
foreign currencies used for these pro
grams has been included in the agricul
tural appropriation bill, rather than in 
the bills of the appropriate Federal 
agencies. On May 5, 1958, an official of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation 
pointed out that present legislation pre
vents CCC from even recovering interest 
which it must pay from those agencies 
which derive benefits under the barter 
program of Public Law 480. In connec
tion with oversea military housing 
financed through this means, he stated: 

Under our arrangements with the De
partment of Defense, CCC will receive reim
bursement for its investment from savings 
in quarters and station allowances which 
would otherwise be paid to the military 
personnel occupying the completed housing: 
Based upon Department of Defense esti
mates, CCC will not recover its investment · 
in the housing for a period of some 17 years. 

During this time, CCC must pay interest 
to the U.S. Treasury on the $50 million 
which it has tied up in the housing. This 
interest cost, running to about $14 million, 
cannot be recovered from the Department 
of Defense under existing legislation and 
will be reflected as a charge against the 
farm program administered by the De-
partment of .Agriculture_. · 
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In my opinion, I would be derelict in my 
responsibiltles 1f I recommended the ap
proval of other housing projects of this 
kind. 

THE CRANBERRY INCIDEKT 

The situation which developed last 
fall with respect to the misuse of chemi
cals on cranberries and caponettes on a 
relatively small percentage of total pro
duction points up a serious problem 
facing Agriculture with respect to the 
use of pesticides and sprays. From the 
standpoint of public health it should be 
recognized that many such chemicals 
are necessary to protect food. Failure 
to use insecticides could result in the 
production of foodstuffs even more 
harmful to human health than those 
heretofore condemned. Also, pesticides 
and sprays must be used by farmers to 
produce the high quality and low cost 
foods which the consumers of the United 
States are demanding. Further, the 
use of sprays is necessary to prevent 
sizable economic losses to the Nation 
from pest and disease damage to crops. 

The development of more effective in
secticides is one of the reasons why only 
12 percent of the people in this country 
are able to feed the other 88 percent
a situation which has never before 
existed in the history of the world. 

Farmers are continually harassed by 
plant and animal pests and diseases. 
They cost farmers billions of dollars an
nually. For example, the European corn 
borer has become one of the most in
jurious enemies of corn in this country. 
It causes substantial losses every year 
and in recent years these losses have 
sometimes ranged over $150 million an
nually. Cotton insects, principally the 
boll weevil, cause tremendous annual 
losses, to which must be added the cost 
of chemical controls. Cotton farmers 
must spend $75 million or more an
nually for insecticides. Since pioneer 
days, grasshoppers have caused exten
sive damage to both crops and range
land. Annual losses from this pest are 
over $100 million. Cattle grubs are dis
tributed over the entire country, causing 
losses of about $100 million annually 
from losses in weight and production, 
damage to hides, and loss of meat in 
dressed carcasses. 

The wide variety of chemicals used for 
control of pests and diseases today serves 
only to allow a farmer to hold his own or 
stay even in his production. Without 
the proper use of chemical controls, :flies 
would contaminate milk with filth and 
create a hazard to the public health. 
The coddling moth, phony peach disease, 
peach mosaic, pear blight, and the apple 
maggot plague the farmer by reducing 
the quality and quantity of his fruit 
crops. It would not be possible to mar
ket apples, peaches, and pears free of 
worms, rot, scab, and so forth, without 
proper use of chemicals. These are but 
a few of the problems which the farmer 
must meet in order to provide consumers 
with an adequate supply of safe foods of 
good quality. 

Subsequent to the regular hearings on 
the 1961 budget, the White House an
nounced that the Department of Agri
culture would make indemnity payments 
of around $10 million to cranberry grow
ers who sustained losses on good and 

. . 

wholesome berries harvested in 1959 be
cause the market for good berries had 
been destroyed as the result of the un
fortunate method of handling contami
nated berries, which totaled less tha_n 1 
percent of the total crop. As a result of 
this precipitous action, cranberry sales 
of good berries were cut by two-thirds 
during the last holiday season. It is 
estimated that there will be a carryover 
of cranberries of nearly 1 million barrels 
of such wholesome berries into the next 
season, nearly a full year's crop. 

The payment of such indemnities are 
proposed to be made under clause (3) of 
section 32, which reads as follows: 

Such sums shall be maintained in a sepa
rate fund and shall be used by the Secretary 
of Agriculture on to • • • (3) reestablish 
farmers' purchasing power by making pay
ments in connedion with the normal pro
duction of any agricultural commodity for 
domestic consumption. 

· It is understood that payments will 
be limited to wholesome and edible cran
berries. Improperly treated berries have 
been or will be destroyed. The Depart
ment justified its action in making these 
payments on the basis that damage to 
the market for good berries resulted 
from governmental action. 

In the opinion of the majority of the 
members of the committee, this entire 
situation was uncalled for and most un
fortunate. It is believed that this dam
age to an important industry of the Na
tion would not have developed had it 
been handled properly at the outset. 
Such damage can be and should be 
avoided in the future. If such action 
becomes necessary in the future, it is to 
be hoped that the industry affected can 
be protected and only those who may 
have violated regulations will be penal
ized. 

Further, it is expected that responsible 
offi.cials of the two Departments-Agri
culture and Health, Education, and Wel
fare-will work together with private 
interests so that they can all share in the 
responsibility .of establishing and an
nouncing standards to be followed in the 
use of chemicals for agricultural pur
poses. 

The committee also feels that the $10 
million indemnity payment announced 
by the President is not a proper charge 
against Agriculture and the Department 
of Agriculture should not be expected to 
pick up the check for such damages in 
the future. 

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 

Now I wish briefly to discuss the de
tails of the bill before us. We have tried 
to restrict some of the requests with re
gard to research. 

The committee recommends $67,934,-
000 for the research programs of this 
agency dming the fiscal year 1961, which 
is $1,047,700 less than the budget esti
mate. The increase of $212,410 over 
funds appropriated for 1960 covers sev
eral essential research needs for the 
coming year. 

One of these is research on protection 
from :flood and erosion, which is one of 
the major needs of our Nation. Through 
various programs, the Department 
spends over $600 million per year for soil 
conservation and related work. This is 

exclusive of funds provided to the Corps 
of Engineers-, and the Reclamation Serv
ice. Land owners contribute additional 
amounts. 

For several years, this committee has 
realized the necessity for research to 
properly support the action programs of 
the Department. The committee there
fore has provided $950,000 for establish
ment of four soil and water conservation 
research facilities; $600,000 for staffing 
and operation of the new Ames Labora
tory which will be ready for operation 
in 1961; $250,000 for exPanded research 
on tobacco; $250,000 for research on 
chemicals and biological measures to re
duce or avoid hazards from pesticide 
residues; $750,000 for additional utiliza
tion research; $125,000 to enable the 
Department to increase research where 
most essential at existing soil and water 
conservation research facilities; and 
$496,400 to cover the Government's 
share of employee health benefits pur
suant to Public Law 86-382. 

The $950,000 included for additional 
soil and water conservation projects in
cludes $250,000 for research on improved 
practices for conservation farming and 
ranching in the Southwest; $350,000 to 
establish a national center for basic re
search on soil-water-plant relationship 
in the Northeast; $200,000 to expand re
search on hydrology problems in the 
Southern Great Plains area; and $150,000 
to strengthen existing research at a 
land-grant college in the Northwest area 
where an acute erosion problem is caus
ing the loss of soil at an alarming rate. 
The Department is expected to put these 
facilities at the appropriate places. The 
one for the Northeast is to be located at 
Cornell University, I understand. 

Production of tobacco is one of the 
major agricultural industries of the 
country. Tobacco is grown on a total of 
approximately 1.2 million acres in 22 
States and is a major source of income in 
8 of these States. Total production of 
tobacco in 1959 was about 1.8 billion 
pounds which brought over $1 billion 
cash income to producers. Tobacco pro
duces about $2.5 billion per year in taxes, 
$1.7 billion of which goes into the Fed
eral Treasury. 

At the present time, the tobacco indus
try faces a number of problems, includ
ing :fixed price ceilings, :fixed acreage, and 
increased labor costs, which now total 
65 percent of production costs. Work 
methods used in tobacco production are 
still almost entirely manual and between 
400 and 500 hours of human labor is 
required to produce and harvest an acre 
of tobacco. These factors make it im
perative that means be found to improve 
and mechanize production and harvest
ing methods and techniques. Therefore, 
the committee has added an additional 
$250,000 for such research. These funds 
should be used for planning, construc
tion, and equipping greenhouses and 
special laboratories for tobacco research 
work at a new research center to bees
tablished in Kentucky from State ap
propriations of $1 million. 

One of the most promising solutions to 
the problem of spray residues may come 
from the development of chemicals and 
biological control measures which wm 
not leave spray residues on the food mar-
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keted. In view of the need · to develop 
better and safer pesticides and sprays, 
the committee has included an additional 
$250,000 in the bill for 1961 which should 
be used to evaluate, reorganize, and 
strengthen the programs of the De
partment in this general area. Such 
work should be done jointly with the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare and the various private chemi-

. cal producers throughout the country. 
Over $6 million is now being spent an
nually by the Department for research 
on insects and chemicals used in sprays 
and pesticid,es. Information furnished 
to the committee indicates that U.S. 
chemical companies are currently spend
ing another $25 to $30 million annually 
for similar research. 

The 1961 budget estimate includes an 
increase of $2,212,800 for utilization re
search, $1,512,800 by direct appropria
tion and $700,000 by curtailing various 
existing research activities so as to re
direct funds from farm research to util
ization research. The committee recom
mends the sum of $900,000 for this pur
pose, $700,000 to come from increased 
appropriations and $200,000 to be ob
tained by redirection from farm re
search. The committee believes, how
ever, that existing stations should not 
be closed in working out this redirection 
of funds; also, there should be no elimi
nation of small projects for pecan re
search and cotton insect research. 

The amount included in the bill for 
utilization research would provide ap
proximately $200,000 for research on cot
ton. It is recommended that, from this 
amount, the Department should make 
advance preparations for the operation 
of the Boll Weevil Laboratory authorized 
last year, by obtaining personnel to be 
used on existing research projects until 
such laboratory is ready for occupancy 
early in fiscal year 1962. It is further 
recommended that the balance of these 
funds be used to carry out essential re
search at branch laboratories located at· 
Baton Rouge, La.; College Station, Tex., 
and Florence, S.C., and to strengthen 
mechanical stripper and gin stand re
search. 

The special fund of $1 million of un
used prior year funds established last 
year to provide part time subprofes
sional help on a contract basis has been 
continued for the coming fiscal year. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIDTTEN. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman has just 
referred to utilization research. There 
is a good deal of misunderstanding 
about what has been done in regard to 
utilization of research. 

Do I understand that the committee 
has not stopped the work that is now 
being carried on by the cotton insect 
laboratories? · 

Mr. WIDTTEN. We certainly have 
no intention, and our action does not 
provide for that. 

Mr. POAGE. That is the way I in
terpreted it. 

Mr. WmTTEN. In fact, we want it 
to be carried on. The department in its 
submission to us had curtailed the pro
duction research program some 

$700,000. That was by direction of the 
department. The committee in . going 
over the matter found in some areas it 
might be possible to consolidate things 
of that sort, so . we went along with a 
$200,000 cut, but we had no intention of 
cutting out the work the gentleman re
fers to, nor did we have any intention 
of cutting out the two items involving 
pecan research. 

Mr. POAGE. I refer to the ento
mology laboratory at Waco, Tex. The 
work of the committee does not close 
that laboratory? 

Mr. WHITTEN. No; it does not. 
Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. WIDTTEN. I yield to the gentle

man from Idaho. 
Mr. BUDGE. In connection with re

search, as the gentleman from Missis
sippi is aware, there has been quite a con
siderable interest in the establishment 
of soil and water conservation research 
laboratories throughout the United 
States. For the fiscal year 1960, the 
Appropriations Committee of the other 
body asked the Department of Agricul
ture to set up a working force to ten
tatively locate those research facilities. 
Under the priority list which was sub
mitted to the committee and in its re
quest to the Department there was an 
item priority numbered 13, a laboratory 
at Twin Falls, Idaho, which is in the B 
category and that follows a laboratory 
of that category having a priority num
bered 10 at Bushland, Tex. It is my un
derstanding that the Bushland labora
tory is included in the funds in this bill. 
Now, am I correct in assuming the com
mittee will give careful consideration in 
following the priority and considering 
the establishment of priority 13 item at 
Twin Falls, Idaho, in its next consid
eration of this bill next year? 

Mr. WIDTTEN. May I say to the gen
tleman from Idaho, I know of his deep 
and sincere desire to get a laboratory 
in his area. But I am sure the gentle
man appreciates the problem of the sub
committee. We had earlier asked that 
these laboratories be set up on a re
gional basis. We were unable to get the 
Department to say what regions should 
be included. Later in the other body 
they submitted a list of priorities, and 
our subcommittee and the Congress last 
year went along with trying to set up 
these priorities. 

We are spending over $600 million a 
year in soil conservation work. The 
American farmers and others are put
ting up additional amounts. OUr com
mittee has tried to agree on a regional 
basis to give the necessary research fa
cilities to back up and implement the 
problem. We have approached it on a 
regional basis. I am sorry we did not 
reach the. one the gentleman is inter
ested in. The one in the Northwest has 
to do with a soil erosion program in an
other area. However, the Twin Falls, 
Idaho, facility will have the continuing 
interest of this subcommittee and will 
have our consideration in the coming 
year. It is the next category B labo
ratory in order of priority. 

Mr. BUDGE. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 

· Mr. WIDI'I'EN. I yield to the gentle
man froin Kansas. 

Mr. AVERY. I had not planned to 
interrupt the gentleman until he had 
concluded his remarks, but since some 
mention has been made of research fa
cilities I thought this might be the ap
propriate time to ask a question. I am 
concerned particularly about an item 
that has been budgeted for research in 
pesticides. In another committee, the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, there is being considered 
legislation the necessity for which has 
been brought about by the action taken 
by the Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare. 

But it refers directly back to the pesti
cide problem. In view of the cranberry 
incident we had last fall and several re
lated problems, I wonder if the gentle
man feels that now is the time to termi
nate the research that is intended to re
lieve the very problem in the first place. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the 
gentleman, I do not think our action has 
terminated research at all. In fact, the 
records show that some $6 million is now 
being spent by the Department in vari
ous pesticide investigations. In the pres
ent bill we have increased that by about 
$250,000 to coordinate their work. In 
the cranberry incident, it was not a case 
of the insecticide not having been prop
erly tested. It was a case of less than 
1 percent of the total producers using 
greater quantities, against instructions, 
of pesticides that were properly cleared. 

Now, again, I want to say that this 
subcommittee is as deeeply concerned as 
is the gentleman and that the cranberry 
incident was so handled as to practically 
ruin the market. It should not happen 
again. · But, we do feel that merely pro
viding larger sums of money without co
ordination is not necessarily the way to 
answer the problem. In fact, the chem
ical companies came to me as chairman 
of the subcommittee and pointed out 
that they are spending between $25 mil
lion and $30 million a year themselves 
in this area. And they said "if the Gov
ernment is going to take it over, we will 
quit." Again I say, there is $6million in 
here to carry on that work now. We give 
them $250,000 more and ask them to co
ordinate their efforts with the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
as well as private enterprise, in an effort 
to handle this problem. But, it is not 
lack of money that creates the problem. 

Mr. A VERY. I . probably should not 
have brought up this cranberry incident, 
because it brings on a lot of related mat
ters that are not really in question. As 
I recall the cranberry incident, it is not 
related to insecticides in the first place. 
It was a chemical used for a different 
purpose. · But, the point I wanted to 
make in the area we are moving, there 
is an increasing use of chemicals, both to 
stimulate production and also to make 
for better preservation and to improve 
attractiveness, sales promotion. Since 
we are in an area of increasing use of 
chemicals, the question comes up in my 
mind whether this is the right time to 
curtail the research program by the De
partment of Agriculture, in making and 
developing better methods to use these 
chemicals. 
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Mr. WHITTEN. We have not cur
tailed it. We have increased it. 

Mr. AVERY. But you do not go along 
with the budgetary recommendation to· 
further extend. 

Mr. WHITTEN. 'lllat is right. And 
the support for the budgetary item failed 
to take into consideration the money 
that they now have and the need to 
coordinate their activities. The justifi
cation was that the private chemical 
companies were moving out and there
fore the Government had to move in. I 
took it up with the chemical companies 
and they said, "No, if the Government is 
going to move in, we are going to move 
out. We cannot afford to spend $25 mil
lion or $30 million a year and then when 
we produce something, have it taken 
away from us." 

So, their argument would ·not hold 
water when we took it up with the folks 
that said it was necessary. But, the 
problem still comes in the cranberry in
cident. It was a misuse of a proven 
chemical, and that is what we find in 
just about all of these ca.Ses. All the re
search in the world would not control the 
fellow that takes advantage and violates 
the rule. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. MARSHALL. I just merely 
wanted to say that we had testimony 
before our committee that showed that 
the commercial manufacturers of these 
pesticides and insecticides were spending 
in the neighborhood of $25 million of 
their own money. So that, also, is an 
adjunct to the work that the Depart
ment of Agriculture is doing. I think 
that it is very well that industry is 
spending money in their research on 
items .of this kind. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to my col
league on the committee. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
wanted tO point out that any number 
of witnesses before our committee in 
seeking funds used the need for research 
in pesticides as an excuse for their ap
propriation request. We felt that there 
was not a proper amount of coordination 
between ARS, the land-grant colleges, 
and HEW and other places where this 
sort of research is being carried on. If 
our action does no more than get a 
proper amount of coordination between 
the requests for funds and the work that 
is to be done-and this is very important 
work-I think we will have served a very 
useful purpose. 

Mr. WID! 1EN. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. MrA 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITI'EN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. I have 
received some protests about the closing 
of some pecan experimental stations, 
one down in Louisiana., and especially 
about the insecticide work that is being 
done at those stations. Will the gentle;.. 
man enlighten us on that? 

Mr. WID'II'EN. I stated earlier that This should prove more effective and 
the committee Jiid not intend that that more -economical than the procedures 
work should be eliminated or curtailed. presently contemplated. 
It is a small 1tem, but very important The 1961 budget included $15,'582,:300 
to a small industry in certain areas. for brucellosis -eradication, a reduction of 
May I say ,that the research people were $1,2.50,000 below the 1960 appropriation. 
under instructions from ofiicials at the A ·great deal oi testimony was received 
department.alleve1 to cut down and they from Members of Congress and others as 
applied euts in these places. But the to the urgent need for further expansion, 
committee differed with them. We do rather than reduction, of efforts by the 
not intend for that work to be eliminated. Federal Government in this area. In ad-

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. In other dition, information was presented to 
words, the money is Jn the bill for that show that the reduced level nf expendi-
purpose? ture proposed for 1961 would not only 

Mr. WHITTEN. That is right. postpone eventual er.adication by many 
Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. I thank years, but would double or triple the cost 

the gentleman. of eventual eradication. In view of this 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, may very convincing evidence and strong s.up-

1 briefly run over some of these items? port for the expansion of this work, the 
For plant and animal disease and pest committee has included a total of $19 

control, the sum of $52,011,000 is recom- million in the bill for 196L 
mended for the coming fiscal year, an The bill includes $21,562.,000 for meat 
increase of $2,210,400 over fiscal year inspection for 1961. This amount pro-
1959 and an increase of $3,235,400 over vides an increase of $237,100 :for em
the budget Estimate, largely for the bru- ployee health benefit costs. It permits 
cellosis eradication program. The the continuation of meat inspection ac
amount proposed includes increases of tivities of the Department at the 1960 
$75,000 to put on a full year's basis the level of operation. 
regulatory activities under the Federal The 1961 budget for the first time pro
Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide poses appropriations for the use of for
Act: $400,000 to expand the plant quar- eign currencies generated from sales 
antine inspection staff at ports of entry, under title I of Public Law 480. Previ
particularly those of the St. Lawrence ously these funds have been spent with
Seaway; $150,000 for staffing the new out the usual appropriation controls. 
Ames Laboratory to be opened in 1961; The estimates und.er this head include 
$2,167,700 for the brucellosis eradication funds for market development research 
program; and $306,000 for employee under section 104(a) and agricultural 
health benefit costs. These increases are and forestry research under section 
offset by decreases of $888,300 for non- 104(k). 
recurring costs of screw-worm eradica- The committee recommendS $15,131,
tion and transfer of leasing costs to the 000 for 1961, an increase of $3,074,500 
General Services Administration. over funds expected to be used for these 

During the hearings this year, de- purposes in fiscal year 1960. Since Pub
partmental and other witnesses testified lie Law 480 was created originally to de
to the need for increased quarantine pro- velop and expand foreign markets for 
tection to prevent the introduction into U.S. agricultural products, the commit
this country of plant and animal pests tee feels that the full amount is justified. 
and diseases. The committee recognizes Further, it feels that the use of foreign 
that continually increasing travel and currencies for market development and 
foreign commerce, a part of which is now related research should have priority 
coming directly into the Great Lakes over other purposes for which such cur
area, have added to the danger of such rencies may be used under the law. 
introductiQns. It is expected that these Language was included in the Appro-
trends will continue. priations Act last year ·authorizing the 

While the committee realizes the ne- transfer of the land used by the Ento
cessity of preventing agricultural pests mology Research Laboratory at Orlando, 
from gaining entry into this country, it Fla., from the Defense Department to the 
also believes that the problem can be Department of Agriculture. In the re
rr..et without steadily rising Federa1 costs port, the committee called on the De
for handling this problem. The Depart- · partment to select possible alternative 
ment is directed to work out with the sites so as to eventually sen this valu
carriers, representatives of industry, and able land for commercial use. The 1961 
other agencies and organizations a pro- budget proposes an appropriation of 
gram, first, to place additional respon- $900,000 to provide new facilities to re
sibility on the carriers to provide ab- place those located on the property at 
solute notice to all travelers, to the end Orlando proposed for sale. 
that any person who may bring prohibit- The committee has disallowed the pro
ed articles into this country will have posed appropriation and has included in 
willfully violated such restrictions; and lieu thereof language which will permit 
second, to provide a system of fines which the sale of these facilities and the use of 
will offset this increasing cost as well as the proceeds for the establishment of a 
reduce the danger. new laboratory at . whatever site the 

In view of the fine relationship be- Secretary of Agriculture may determine. 
tween this country and Canada_, and the An appropriation of $31,803,000 is pro
joint interest in this problem, the com- posed for grants to State experiinent sta
mittee also believes that it would be far tions for the coming fiscal year. This 
better if arrangements were worked out amount includes $31,553,000 for pay
to check all incoming ships at the original ments to States and $250,000 for the 
port of entry of the st. Lawrence Seaway. penalty mail costs of the program. 
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The appropriation recommended con

tinues available in 1961 the program pro
vided for 1960, the appropriations for 
which represent an increase of 150 per
cent over funds provided for this pur
pose in 1952. 

EXTENSION SERVICE 

The sum of $55,715,000 has been in
cluded in the bill for 1961 for payments 
to States and Puerto Rico, an increase of 
$·2 million over funds provided for fiscal 
year 1960 .. 

This is approximately the same amount 
as was provided for fiscal year 1960. 

The Federal Extension Service pro
vides for leadership, counsel and assis
tance to the 50 States and Puerto Rico. 
As of November 30, 1959. there were 238 
employees in this organization, 231 of 
whom were stationed in Washington. 

An appropriation of $2,255,000 is pro
posed for fiscal year 1961. This amount 
provides an increase of $12,460 over 1960 
for employee health benefit costs. It is 
a reduction of $137,660 in the budget 
estimates. 

FARMER COOPERATIVE SERVICE 

The Service carries on its work through 
three program divisions-Marketing, 
Purchasing, and Management Services. 
On November 30, 1959, the Service had 
110 employees, all stationed in Washing
ton. 

The sum of $620,000 is recommended 
for the coming fiscal year. This includes 
an increase of $4,200 for employee health 
benefit costs. It is a reduction of $24,650 
in the budget estimate. 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

The budget request proposed an in
crease of $2,865,000 for additional per
sonnel to strengthen and expand the 
rural development program. The in
crease was requested for additional per
sonnel, to provide rural development 
help in new areas similar to the work 
now being carried on in about 200 coun
ties. The committee agrees that some 
attention should be given to this need 
in the other counties of the Nation not 
now covered. It feels, however, that the 
work should be performed by the regular 
extension agents and work force in such 
counties. · It does not feel that the 
building up of a separate organization 
or additional staff to carry on this ac- During the current fiscal year, soil 
tivity is advisable. The committee has conservation assistance has been pro
therefore provided $2 million for such vided for 30 new districts which have 
regular extension workers as may be come into existence. It is expected that 
needed in counties which desire to set an additional 20 districts will be organ
up this program. ized in 1961, which will bring the total 

A number of States have used the sub- to 2,911 districts by June 30, 1961. 
stantial increases made in this item in The committee recommends an ap
recent years for additional personnel at propriation of $83,132,000 for the coming 
the State and county levels. Many of year, an increase of $810,000 over the 
these States have failed to maintain the 1960 appropriation and an increase of 
salaries of county agents at a level com- $250,000 over the budget estimate. Of 
parable with agents in other states. In the increase over 1960, $600,000 is re
such States, the funds in this bill should quired to cover employee health benefit 
be used for the present number of em- costs. This is offset by a transfer of 
ployees at the county level to place sal- leasing costs of $40,000 to the General 
aries at a level comparable with other Services Administration. The balance 
States. Testimony before the committee of the increase, $250,000, is provided to 
indicates that salary increases are meet the increasing needs for technical 
needed in 22 states to maintain com- assistance, particularly for the 20 new 
parable levels. Further, the dispropor- districts expected to be organized next 
tionately large amount which has been year. 
used for specialists at the State level in For watershed protection, the bill 
recent years would indicate that further carries an appropriation for 1961 of 
increases for that purpose are not war- $32 million. During the 1960 fiscal year, 
ranted at this time. a total of $32,276,964 is available for this 

In discussing economic conditions in program, including· an appropriation of 
agriculture with the Director of the Ex- $22,750,000 and a carryover of unused 
tension Service during the hearings this funds from fiscal year 1959 of $9,526,964. 
year, the lack of interest by young peo- The amount of $32 million included in 
pie in farming as a means of livelihood this bill, therefore, will make available 
was considered. It is significant to note approximately the same amount for 
the gradual decline in agricultural stu- fiscal year 1961. The amount iss· ·.:fficient 
dents. Department figures found on to restore the planning funds available 
page 527, part 1, 1961 hearings, show in 1960 and to finance a total of 42 
that only 31,722 out of 411,437 under- planning parties during the next year. 
graduate students in the Nation were Testimony before the · committee in
enrolled in agricultural courses in 1959. dicates that more than 1,200 communi-

For retirement costs for extension ties throughout the Nation have re
agents, the bill includes $5,875,000 for quested help 'in developing ·watershed 
fiscal year 1961, ·an increase of $20();625 · plans. It further shows that assistance 
over 1960 funds and a decrease of $86,000 has been authorized for about 500 ··of 
in the budget estimate. The additional these, that some 200 plans have been ap
funds allowed will be required to cover proved, and that construction .has 
the Federal share of retirement costs for started on about half of these. In view 
the increased funds allowed for county of the large number of applications still 
extension workers. awaiting plans, and in view of the large 

The committee recommends $2,490,- number of approved projects awaiting 
000 for penalty mail costs of State ex- construction funds, the committee has 
tension directors and county extension increased the watershed protection funds 
agents during 1961, as auth~rized by law. above the amounts requested. In the 

opinion of the members of the commit
tee, the amount · of interest in this pro
gram in all areas of the country, and 
the urgent need for increased attention 
to the conservation of the soil and water 
resources of this country, warrant even 
larger amounts than those recommended 
·in the bill. 

For the flood prevention work in the 
11 major watersheds authorized by the 
Flood Control Act of 1944, the committee 
has included an appropriation of $18 
million, the same as provided for fiscal 
year 1960. 

Legislation just enacted authorizes 
additional works of improvement in 
accordance with the provisions of sec
tion 4 of the Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention Act in connection with 
the 11 watershed improvement programs 
provided for by the Flood Control Act 
of 1944. It also authorizes the making 
of loans to cover the local share of both 
the flood prevention and non-flood pre
vention features of these 11 watersheds. 
Therefore, language has been included 
to make the flood prevention appropri
ation available for these purposes. 

As pointed out in last year's ·report, 
the work under this program has lagged 
far behind that envisioned when the 
program was initiated in 1944. It now 
appears that this flood prevention work, 
which was originally estimated to take 
15 years to complete, will take 40 years 
or more to complete at the present rate 
of progress. If slowed down even more, 
as proposed in the 1961 budget, this time 
could be extended another 10 years. 

Floods in the United States cause 
damages of more than $1 billion per 
year. The Department of Agriculture 
estimates that about 56 percent of all 
these damages occur in upstream water
sheds, primarily to agricultural inter
ests. It is estimated that the 212 ap
proved Public Law 566 projects covering 
12.5 million acres will reduce average 
annual flood damages of $16 million by 
78 percent. In the 11 authorized flood 
prevention watersheds covering 30 mil
lion acres, the programs, now 30 percent 
installed, will reduce the $40 million an
nual flood bill by more than three
fourths when completed. 

The severe April-June 1957 floods in 
Texas, Oklahoma, and Arkansas caused 
$159 million damages in upstream water
sheds alone. Small watershed programs 
completed on less than 2 percent of the 
area prevented losses of more than $2 
million. If· all upstream watersheds had 
been treated, 70 percent of the losses 
equal to $109 million could have been 
prevented. Even though 56 percent of 
total flood losses occur in upstream 
watersheds, Federal appropriations have 
provided about $63 for flood control on 
main . streams to every $1 for upstream 
watershed flood prevention. 

For ·the Great Plains conservation 
program,-the bill includes the·full budget 
estimate of $10 million for fiscal year 
~961. This will permit the continuation 
of the program at the 1960 level of 
operation. 
· Mr. BASS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield on that 
point? 
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Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. In regard to 
the money for watershed protection 
projects, does the gentleman from Mis
sissippi now feel that the amount ap
propriated in this bill is adequate to 
carry on the program for the projects 
that have been approved already or are 
in the final planning stages? 

Mr. WHITI'EN. I think so; all things 
considered. In this area, frankly, we 
could probably use, if we had the per
sonnel, several times the amount of 
money in this bill. But we have tried 
to be practical. We restored $7,250,000 
to bring the amount of money up to this 
year's level. We restored the money that 
we felt was necessary to carry on these 
projects, those that are completed and 
ready to go. We restored money for the 
planning parties so that they could pro
ceed with planning. Within limitations 
that we thought were sound and sensible 
we restored as fully as we could the 
moneys we thought were necessary. And 
it took a good deal of money to bring 
them up, because they had been cut. 

AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

An appropriation of $242 million is in
cluded in the 1961 bill for payments 
earned under the program authorized in 
the 1960 Appropriation Act. This 
amount, which is a reduction of $600,-
000 below the budget estimates, is be
lieved to be adequate to meet all com
mitments under the 1960 program. The 
amount recommended is the minimum 
which must be provided, however, since 
commitments under the 1960 program 
authorization are binding upon the Gov
ernment and the Congress. 

The committee also has restored the 
authorization for the 1961 program to 
the $250 million level. This is the fifth 
time since 1952 that the budget has pro
posed to reduce the size of this program. 
In every year but one, Congress has re
stored the full $250 million level of oper
ations. Declining farm income makes it 
imperative that the Nation continue this 
program to prevent further depletion of 
the Nation's soil. 

As has been pointed out in prior years, 
this program provides the primary finan
cial support for the entire conservation 
effort of the Department. The program 
has about 1 ¥.4 million participants each 
year, which represents 25 percent of all 
farming units in the United States. 
Further, it gets conservation work done 
at much less cost to the Government 
than other programs such as the con
servation reserve and the Great Plains 
program. The average ACP payment 
per participant is less than $250 and the 
cost per acre averages about 60 cents, 
as compared with payments under the 
Great Plains program of $4,000 per 
farmer and $2 per acre. 

The budget proposes the elimination of 
the proviso inserted last year placing re
strictions on the distribution of ACP 
funds among counties. It will be re
called that this language is designed to 
prevent changes in fund allocations as a 
means of forcing the elimination of prac
tices which might otherwise be included 
by a county in its list of approved prac
tices. The committee has retained the 

language for 1961. It is of the opinion 
that State committees can make changes 
from 1958 allocations on a reasonable 
basis by exercising their authority to 
reallocate funds among counties as fund 
requirements change. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

An appropriation of $43,153,000 is rec
ommended for 1961, including $16,315,000 
for marketing research and agricultural 
estimates and $26,838,000 for marketing 
services. The amounts proposed are 
$11,100 over the budget estimate and 
$1,685,900 over the 1960 appropriation. 

The increase provided for the market
ing research and agricultural estimates 
appropriation includes $750,000 to initi
ate a long-range program to improve 
crop and livestock estimating services; 
$50,000 to provide for agricultural esti
mating services in Hawaii and Alaska; 
and $102,500 for employee bealth benefit 
costs. 

The increase for marketing services 
provides $50,000 for more effective super
vision of grain inspection; $40,000 to 
strengthen enforcement of the Federal 
Seed Act; $31,000 for initiation of market 
news services in California and Louisi
ana; $500,000 for additional poultry in
spection; and $207,600 for employee 
health benefits. These are offset by a 
reduction of $45,200 due to transfer of 
leasing costs to the General Services 
Administration. 

A total of $10,796,000 has been in
cluded for poultry inspection during the 
coming fiscal year. This is an increase 
of $500,000 over funds provided for 1960 
to be used to provide inspection at poul
try products processing plants as deemed 
by the Department to be necessary to the 
protection of public health. This action 
has been taken by the committee in order 
to provide additional protection to the 
consumers of the Nation. 

Considerable testimony has been re
ceived by the committee indicating the 
need for additional research funds for 
this agency to expand cotton quality 
evaluation research at Clemson, S.C., and 
Lubbock, Tex., and to undertake addi
tional types of research to improve cot
ton fiber, to develop improved instru
ments for measuring cotton quality, and 
to learn more about how cotton fiber 
performs during the weaving and finish
ing processes. 

The committee is unable to provide 
additional funds at this time for this 
purpose. It recognizes the importance 
of this problem, however, and feels that 
work along these lines should be under
taken during the next year. It recom
mends, therefore, that the additional 
work proposed at Clemson and Lubbock 
be undertaken by the redirection of funds 
from present research on costs and mar
gins of marketing cotton, and cottonseed 
economic studies and evaluations. It 
further recommends later in this report 
that basic fiber research, instrument de
velopment, and studies ·of weaving and 
finishing facilities be -undertaken on a 
contract basis through the use of Com
modity Credit Corporation funds avail
able for research purposes. 

For payments to States and posses
sions, the full budget estimate of $1,195,-
000 is recommended for the coming :fls-

cal year. This is the same amount as 
appropriated for fiscal year 1960. Pay
ments under this appropriation are 
made on a matched fund basis to State 
and territorial marketing agencies for 
programs designed to get into practical 
use improved methods and practices in 
the marketing of farm products. 

For the school lunch program, the 
committee recommends an appropria
tion of $110 million for fiscal year 1961. 
This is the full budget estimate and is 
the same amount as appropriated for 
1960. In addition, the committee 
recommends the transfer of $45 million 
from section 32 funds to be used to pur
chase meats and other foods needed 
to provide balanced school lunches. This 
will provide a minimum of $155 million 
for this program for 1961, which should 
also be supplemented by other transfers 
of surplus foods from sections 32 and 
416. 

This program provided noonday meals 
to over 30 percent of the Nation's 39,-
480,000 school children in 1959. The 
program served an average of over 10.7 
million children during the 1959 school 
year, with a peak participation of over 
12 million in 1 month. 

Total funds spent for school lunches 
and the special milk program during the 
current fiscal year, including Federal, 
State, and local contributions, and com
modities furnished from Federal sources, 
are estimated at $1.077 billion. This 
represents a sizable market for agri
cultural products and is an important 
contribution to the health and welfare 
of the Nation's school children. 

FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE 

The budget estimate provides a total 
of $7,176,300 for this activity during the 
coming fiscal year. Of this amount, 
$4,637,300 is requested as a direct appro
priation and $2,539,000 is requested as 
a transfer from section 32 funds. 

The committee recommends funds for 
fiscal year 1961 of $6,940,000, an increase 
of $928,700 over 1960 funds and a de
crease of $190,300 in the budget esti
mate. Of this amount, $4,447,000 is pro
vided by direct appropriation and 
$2,493,000 is provided by transfer from 
section 32. The increase includes an 
additional $800,000 to cover by direct 
appropriation for the first time certain 
attache expenses paid in prior years 
from foreign currency allocations; 
$110,000 for new attache posts in several 
Eastern European and north African 
countries; and $18,700 for employee 
health benefits. 

The foreign currency appropriation, 
which appears in the 1961 bill for the 
first time, provides funds for the pur
chase of foreign currencies for purposes 
for market development under section 
104Ca) of Public Law 480 and participa
tion in agricultural and horticultural 
exhibitions under section 104(m) of that 
act. Heretofore funds have been used 
for these purposes from Budget Bureau 
allocations rather than annual congres
sional appropriations. 

An appropriation of $14,621,000 is rec
ommended for fiscal year 1961, an in
crease of $8,777,622 over funds avail- .' 
able for 1960. As explained in connec- ' 
tion with a similar item undei" the Agri-
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cultural Research Service, the commit
tee feels that the use of these foreign 
currencies for the expansion of foreign 
markets for U.S. agricultural conunodi
ties, as intended by Congress when Pub
lic Law 480 was adopted, is of primarY 
importance. 

These appropriations are intended to 
give effect to the legislative policy estab
lished by the Congress in section 104(a) 
of the Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act, which directs (1) 
that there be set aside for market devel
opment purposes from sales proceeds 
and loan repayments an amount not less 
than the equivalent of 5 percent of the 
total sales made under title I after Sep
tember 29, 1950; and (2) that special 
effort be made in entering into sale and 
loan agreements to provide for sufficient 
convertibility to obtain the currencies 
needed for use in countries which offer 
a reasonable potential of becoming dol
lar markets for U.S. agricultural com
modities. 

The countries which offer the best 
market possibilities are frequently those 
where sales are made for dollars rather 
than for foreign currencies under Public 
Law 480. Therefore, foreign currencies 
are not always available in those coun
tries where most needed. The funds ap
. propria ted by this paragraph are not 
restricted to the purchase of currencies 
in those countries which have excess 
currencies or which may be classified by 
the Bureau of the Budget as excess to 

. other uses. Such funds may be used to 
purchase the currencies of the countries 
where market potentials exist or to pur
chase currencies which are convertible 
into the currencies of such countries. 

In order to make certain that foreign 
currencies are available in those coun
tries which market potentials and where 
market development work is most likely 
to be effective, the committee has in
cluded language in the bill to set aside 
currencies for this purpose as provided 
by the amendment to section 104(a) of 
Public Law 480 adopted last year. 

COMMODITY EXCHANGE AUTHORITY 

The bill carries an appropriation of 
$930,000 for fiscal year 1961. This is a 
reduction of $11,325 in the budget esti
mate. The increase of $20,500 includes 
$14,000 to expand investigations of 
abuses and unlawful market practices, 
and $6,500 for employee health benefit 
costs. · 

Recent investigations of trading on 
three different commodity exchanges 
have revealed rather widespread trade 
practice violations on each of them. 
The increase proposed will permit more 
frequent investigations of these markets 
and more effective enforcement of the 
Commodity Exchange Act. 

COMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE 

For acreage allotments and marketing 
quotas, the full budget estimate of 
$40,135,000 is provided for 1961. This 
is a decrease of $400,000 below funds 
provided for fiscal year 1960, including 
$1,400,000 appropriated in the Second 
Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1960. 

In addition to other activities of this 
program, the funds allowed will enable 
the Department to check up to 75 per
cent of the upland cotton crop during 

-fiscal year 1961 as a basis for issuance of 
marketing certificates, as required by 
law. 

For the sugar act program, the com
mittee recommends the full budget esti
mates of $74,500,000 for 1961, an in
crease of $3 million over the 1960 appro
priation. This increase for mandatory 
payments to sugar producers is based 
on a ·projected increase of 287,500 tons 
of sugar in 1960 over 1959 production. 

An appropriation of $310 million is 
provided to pay o:ff obligations incurred 
under 1960 and prior year conservation 
reserve programs. This is a reduction 
of $51,783,000 below the budget estimate 
and is $25 million below funds provided 
for fiscal year 1960. 

Justifications presented to the com
mittee indicate that a balance of $30 
million of prior year appropriations will 
be available in 1961 for payments to 
producers. The 1961 appropriation has, 
therefore, been reduced by this amount. 
Further, funds included for Commodity 
Stabilization Service operating expenses 
at the national, State, and county levels 
appear to be overstated in the budget 
and have been reduced accordingly. 

In a report released last December, 
the Comptroller General of the United 
States stated that 5.4 million acres, or 
23 percent of the land retired under the 
conservation reserve had no history of 
crop production in prior years. He 
further stated that, based on a national 
average rental rate of $10 per acre, the 
payments on such land have amounted 
to $54 million annually, or about $270 
million over the 5-year average life of 
the contracts. The committee is grati
fied to learn that, beginning with the 
1960 contracts, greater restrictions have 
been placed on eligibility requirements 
for land placed in the conservation re
serve. It is disappointed and shocked 
by the fact, however, that such large 
sums of money have been expended 
without real reduction in production. 

In view of the findings of the Comp
troller General, the committee contem
plates that the Department will review 
all contracts now in force and will use 
every means available to recover in such 
cases. Where there have been misrep
resentations as to prior production rec
ords, or other substantial misrepresenta
tions, contracts should be canceled and 
money erroneously paid should be re
covered. Where contracts represent a 
bad financial arrangement for the Gov
ernment, even though valid, efforts 
should be made to work out a cancella
tion arrangement and settlement in or
der to avoid further expense to the Gov
ernment. In expectation of some sav
ings from such an effort, the committee 
has reduced the 1961 appropriation an 
additional $20 million. 

The legislative authorization for this 
program expires at the end of the cur
rent year. Therefore, no authorization 
is included in the bill for a 1961 conserva
tion reserve program. 

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION 

The 1961 bill carries an appropriation 
for this program of $6,376,000, which is 
the same amount as was_ provided for 
the current fiscal year. 

In addition, authority is provided for 
the Corporation to spend $2,630,000 from 

its premium income for administrative 
costs in fiscal year 1961. This provides 
an increase over 1960 of $300,000. Em
ployee health benefit costs will require 
$~1,400 of this amount. The balance is 
required to expand this program to 
35,000 new crops and 15 new counties in 
the coming year. 

The program is operating in 865 coun
ties in fiscal year 1960 and is expected 
to be extended to 880 counties in 1961. 
The program for 1961 contemplates 
425,000 crops insured as compared to 
390,000 in 1960. During the 11 years 
that the program has been operatihg on 
a limited experimental basts, premiums 
have exceeded indemnities by about $2 
million. 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION 

The 1961 budget proposed authoriza
tions of $110 million for electrification 
loans and $80 million for telephone loans. 
No contingency fund was included. The 
committee recommends the full budget 
estimate for both programs. It further 
recommends a contingency fund of $50 
million for each program. 

It is estimated that the Department 
will begin :fiscal year 1961 with $235 mil
lion of electrification applications on 
hand and will receive further applica
tions during 1961 of $217 million, mak
ing a total of $452 million for consider
ation in 1961. It is further estimated 
that $110 million of prior year loan 
funds will be carried over into fiscal year 
1961. This carryover, plus the $160 
million recommended in this bill-in
cluding the contingency fund---'Will pro
vide a total of $270 million to meet this 

. need in 1961. A total of $245 million of 
electrification loans are expected to be 
made in the current fiscal year. 

For the telephone program, it is esti
mated that applications totaling more 
than $135 million will be on hand at 
the beginning of fiscal year 1961 and 
that additional applications of $120 mil
lion will be received during the year, 
making total applications of $255 mil
lion for consideration in 1961. The 
amount provided in the bill, $130 mil
lion-including the contingency author
ization-will meet about half of this 
need. Telephone loans will total $105 
million in fiscal year 1960. There will 
be no carryover of 1960 telephone loan 
funds into 1961 fiscal year. 

Collections on electrification loans in 
1960 are expected to be $157 million. 
This amount should be even larger in 
fiscal year 1961, and should equal or ex
ceed the $160 million authorized for 
loans in the bill for 1961. The repay
ment record of this program is still 
amazingly good, despite low farm in
come. Delinquencies of more than 30 
days are only $400,000-about thirteen
thousandths of 1 percent of loans out
standing. 

The full budget estimate of $9,632,000 
is proposed for administrative expenses 
for the coming fiscal year. This is the 
same amount as appropriated for fiscal 
year 1960. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 

For the lending programs of this 
agency for fiscal year 1961, the bill in
cludes total loan authorizations of $227 
million. This authorization includes 
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$26,900,000 for farm ownership loans, 
$197,100,000 for farm operating loans, 
and $3 million for soil and water con
servation loans. The amounts recom
mended for ownership and operating 
loans are the same as the amounts to be 
loaned in fiscal .year 1960. In addition, 
the bill includes a $40 million contin
gency authorization. Not to exceed $5 
million of this may be used for farm 
ownership loans and the balance is 
available for the farm operating loan 
program. 

Evidence before the committee indi
cates that credit for agricultural pur
poses is very tight and that interest 
rates are increasing rapidly. In many 
areas of the country, commercial credit 
is no longer available to farmers. It is 
reported that some production credit 
associations of the Farm Credit Admin
istration are charging up to 8 and 9 per
cent for agricultural credit, and the gen
eral average appears to be between 6 
and 7 percent. 

These factors have forced many farm
ers to turn to the Farmers Home Admin
istration which was established to pro
vide credit to farmers who had no other 
source of credit. It is to meet this in
creasing need that the committee has 
restored the 1960 level for loans and has 
provided the contingency authorization 
mentioned above. The committee feels 
it essential that this organization be in a 
position to assist in the adjustment 
many farmers are having to make due 
to depressed conditions in agriculture. 
The committee notes that the full $20 
million contingency provided for 1960 
has been used and more is needed. 

Of the original authorization of $450 
million provided in Public Law 1020 ap
proved August 7, 1956, for farm housing 
loans, an unused balance of $297 million 
is expected to be available in fiscal year 
1961. The Department estimates that it 
will use only $25 million of this amount 
in the coming year. The balance of the 
authorization will be available, however, 
if needed to meet unanticipated demands 
for farm housing loans. 

It has come to the attention of the 
committee that this organization has es
tablished two sets of standards for hous-:
ing loans-one set for counties which 
are participating in the rural develop
ment program, and another set for the 
other rural counties of the Nation. 
Many of the members of the committee 
feel that citizens of other than rural 
development counties should have the 
same opportunities and directs the De
partment to change its practices and 
procedures to that end. 

The committee has approved $30,500,-
000 for the administrative costs of this 
program for fiscal year 1961. This is 
$244,750 less than appropriated for the 
current year and $967,650 less than the 
budget estimate. In addition to this ap
propriation, this organization ·wm also 
have $1 million available in 1961 from 
the farm tenant mortgage insurance 
funds for administrative expenses. 
Also funds for administrative expenses 
are available from the disaster loan 
revolving fund as needed. In 1960, 

transfers for administration of disaster 
loans will exceed $3 million. 

While the total loan volume of this 
agency continues to increase due to re
duced farm income, there are still a 
number of areas where there are few 
applications and little or no need for 

· FHA field offices. The administrative 
funds have been reduced, therefore, with 
the request that the Administrator re
examine his field operations so as to 
reduce or eliminate offices wherever pos
sible. 

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 

The sum of $3,358,000 is recommended 
for fiscal year 1961 for this office. The 
increase of $195,975 above the 1960 ap
propriation is provided to meet the em
ployee health benefit costs of this 
organization and to handle the in
creased workload related to the legal 
wor),{ of the various marketing and 
regulatory activities of the Department. 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

The committee recommends the full 
budget estimate of $2,899,500 for the 
coming year. This is an increase of 
$18,500 over 1960, all of which is re
quired to meet employee health benefit 
costs in fiscal year 1961. 

OFFICE OF INFORMATION 

The bill for fiscal year 1961 includes 
a recommended · appropriation of 
$1,478,000 ·for the work of this office. 
This is an increase of $46,335 above 1960 
funds, which includes $6,335 for em
ployee health penefit costs and $40,000 
to meet the increased demands on this 
office for information services, includ
ing, first, policy clearance and review of 
processed publications; second, region
alized radio tape service; and third, 
cataloging and distributing agricultural 
photographs. 

Considerable interest has been ex
pressed by Members of Congress and 
others in the 1959 yearbook called 
"Food," in view of its appeal to city con
sumers as well as agricultural people. 
The demand has become so large that a 
reprint appears necessary. It is esti
mated that it will cost $180,000 for a full 
reprint or $90,000 for half an edition. 

The sum of $213,000 is included in the 
bill for printing of an agricultural year
book. The committee recommends that 
half an edition of "Food" be reprinted 
and that the number of copies of the 
1961 yearbook on seeds be reduced to 
permit publishing and release -within the 
remaining funds available for yearbook 
purposes. 

The sum of $895,000 is proposed for 
1961 by the committee. This is an in
crease of $63,100 over 1960, which in
cludes $6,880 for employee health benefit 
costs and $56,220 for (a) processing gift 
and exchange material and making it 
available for use, (b) improving biblio
graphic service, and (c) providing for 
additional purchases of publications. 

In order to meet the research needs of 
the various divisions and agencies of the 
Department adequately, some additional 
staff is required to make books and pub
lications in the library more readily ac-

cessible and to ·assist scientists and re
searchers in locating material needed. 
Therefore, the committee has approved 
the increases proposed in the budget for 
1961. 

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

The sum of $1,226,500,000 is recom
mended for restoration of capital im
pairment of the Corporation. This in
cludes $632 million for realized losses 
through June 30, 1959, and $594,500,000 
for losses incurred, through December 31, 
1959. This is a reduction of $98,500,000 
in the 1961 budget estimate. 

A breakdown of the realized losses for 
the fiscal year 1959, for which $575 mil
lion was provided in the Second Supple
mental Appropriation Act, 1960, and 
$632 million, as included in this bill, is as 
follows: 

(In millions] 
Price support program: 

Basic commodities_________________ $567 
Mandatory nonbasic commodities___ 198 
Other nonbasic commodities_______ 46 
Strategic materials________________ -6 

Total, price supports___________ 805 
Commodity export program________ 132 
Interest, administrative and other 

(net)--------------------------- 195 
Special milk program______________ 75 

Total, realized losses----------- 1, 207 

Data furnished by the Department 
shows that $620 million-about half-of 
this realized loss is for price support 
transactions. The balance represents 
payments to nonfarm people for stor
age, transportation, administration, and 
interest. 

On March 16, 1960, the Department 
proposed a lower rate schedule for stor
ing price-support grain. Estimates 
placed in the record, page 666, part 3, 
1961 hearings, indicate that an estimated 
$98,500,000 can be saved if this reduction 
is put into effect. With the expectation 
that the Corporation will reduce storage 
charges as proposed and otherwise im
prove storage practices during the com
ing year, the committee has reduced this 
item by the estimated saving of $98,500,-
000. 

The basic charter of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation contains authority 
for research on commodities with which 
it deals. One of the purposes of such 
research is to minimize or eliminate the 
losses on commodities in CCC invento
ries. Information furnished the com
mittee shows that CCC funds are now 
being used for research on grain. In 
1959, $146,575 was used for this purpose 
and it is estimated that $142,100 will be 
spent in fiscal year 1960. 

The committee believes that the Cor
poration should continue this type of re
search, particularly with reference to the 
major commodities. It also feels that 
contracts to meet specific problems are 
much more sound than an overall in
crease of permanent employees for this 
type of work. It believes, however, that 
such research activities should be han
dled so as not to incur unusually exces
stve costs or endanger the market for 
existing business concerns for any indus
trial products involved. 
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· Appropriations totaling' $1,443,634,000 
are recommended to reimburse CCC for 
·the cost of these various speeial pro
grams through Jime 30, 1960. The 
amount recommended iS an increase of 

" 

Project 

$.i 75,536,500 over the appropriation for 
this purpose for fiscal year 1960. A fur
ther breakdown of costs for :fiscal years 
1959 and 1960 and funds · reCommended 
for 1961 is as follows: 

1959 
(1958 costs) 

1960 
(1959 costs) 

1961 
(1960 estimated 

costs) 

International Wheat Agreement.-----------------------------~-- $80,800, 000 
Emergency famine relief to friendly ~ples-----7 ---------------- 119, 270,000 

$47,404,779 
96,601,678 

968, 016, 000 
17,363 

129, 000, 000 

$32, 572, 000 
107, 094,000 
881, 000, 000 Sales of surplus agricultural commodit1es for foreign currencies___ 1, 033, 515,000 

Grain for migratory waterfowl feed_----------------------------- 18, 506 . 18,000 
422, 950, 000 Transfer of bartered materials to supplemental stockpile_-------- 82,250, 335 

Advances to Agricultural Research Service for animal disease 
eradication activities------------------------------------------- 19, 390, 100 1, 036, 192 ----------------

Advances to Agricultural Marketing Service for classing cotton 
608

,
926 u~g~r;~~t!f~~~~==:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ------~:~~~:~~~- 25,412, 562 

1----------11----------1----------
Total appropriation or estimate---------------------------- 1, 336, 754,811 1, 268, 097, 500 1, 443, 634, 000 

As has been pointed out previously, 
these activities are carried on outside of 
the regular functions of the Corporation. 
Its funds and facilities are used merely 
as a convenient means of financing these 
programs. They are not related in any 
way to the price support program of the 
Corporation. 

The bill for 1961 includes an author
ization of $44,726,000 for administrative 
expenses of the Corporation during the 
coming fiscal year. This is an increase 
of $2 326 000 over the 1960 limitation and 
is $3:702:000 less than the budget esti
mates. 

The sum proposed includ~s an addi
tional $326,000 for employee health bene
fit costs and $2 million to provide a con
tingency reserve to enable the Corpora
tion to meet unforeseeable increases in 
workload during the next year. 

The heavy workload volume of the new 
cotton program which was begun in 1960 
is expected to continue in 1961. Acquisi
tions of grain in 1961 are estimated to 
be heavier than in 1960 due to a 384 mil
lion bushel increase in takeovers from 
the 1959 com crop; wheat loans, acquisi
tions and disposals in 1961 are also ex
pected to exceed those in 1960. 

Since price support is mandatory for 
many commodities, and the volume of 
loans and purchases cannot be con
trolled, the provision of a contingency 
reserve as mentioned above appears nee-
essary. 

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

The bill includes an administrative ex
pense limitation of $2,480,000 for the 
Farm Credit Administration for fiscal 
year 1961, which is the amount included 
in the budget estimates. The increase 
of $170,000 over the 1960 limitation is 
required to cover the full year cost of the 
transfer of 37 employees from the Fed
eral Land Bank payroll , to the Farm 
Credit Administration payroll author
ized by the Farm Credit Act of 1959. 
These are employees of the Farm Credit 
Administration who have been paid by 
the Federal land banks as a matter of 
convenience. No increase in cost or 
number of employees is involved. 

The bill also includes language which 
authorizes expenditures necessary in the 
liquidation of the Federal Farm _Mortgage 
Corporation and the sale of its mineral 

reservations. All Government capital 
has been repaid. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. YATES. The committee's report 
on page 11 touching on storage costs 
raises a question in my mind, and that 
is this. Can the gentleman give any 
reason why a limitation should not be 
placed in this appropriation bill which 
would require funds that are expended 
to be used first for Government storage 
of surplus commodities rather than per
mitting it to go to private warehouses? 

Mr. wmTTEN. It would be pretty 
hard to reach what you are talking 
about mechanically. This is a corpora
tion that under the basic law has full 
authority to operate as a· corporation, 
to sell and to buy. A limitation on the 
use of administrative funds probably 
could be worked out, but the Depart
ment, · after our hearings and after we 
discussed our investigators' report, on 
March 16 announced it was cutting the 
rates back. 

We approached it that way because 
there is such a wide variety of different 
situations and different kinds of things. 
We felt we were not in a position to 
write out the details of a specific con
tract in a specific area. 

Then we implemented that by failing 
to restore $98.5 million which they had 
justified for carrying storage at the pres
ent rate. I do think under the present 
circumstances that is sufficient. 

In our report we further told them 
that under the law, which states that 
they shall carry on an effective and ef
ficient operation, we feel they should 
keep Government warehouses filled first 
in order to carry that out. I would say 
that we have gone far enough for the 
moment. If they do not carry this out, 
I would certainly be glad to cooperate 
with the gentleman next year to see that 
it is done. 

Mr. YATES. I am glad the gentle
man made that last point, about using 
Government warehouses fitst. I did not 
see that in the report. The language of 
the report on page 12 states: 

It is the opinion ·of the majority of this 
committee, in ·v1ew of the obligation of the 

officers of the Corporation to protect its as
sets and thereby the taxpayer, that these 
actions do not constitute "effective and effi
cient" conduct of the Corporation's busi
ness. 

Does the gentleman indicate that the 
inference to be drawn from this lan
guage is that Government warehouses 
should be used first before private ware
houses are used? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Let me put it this 
way: If the Corporation owns a ware
house and can keep its grain in its own 
warehouse, certainly we do not think it 
should keep its own space empty and 
pay somebody to store the grain. At the 
moment I do not see that in the report, 
but it is in the report. 

Mr. YATES. Stated specifically? 
Mr. wmTTEN. Yes. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WHITTEN. I yield. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I read with a 

great deal of interest the report on pages 
11 and 12 with respect to storage costs. 
Was this report made before the Com
modity Credit Corporation, or whoever 
it was, made the cut in storage cost to 
eliminate the hig profiteers and help the 
little elevator operators in some States? 

Mr. WHITTEN. This report was 
written subsequent to the Department's 
original pronouncement. The course of 
events was that our committee had an 
investigation made. We took it up with 
the Department on February 3, and on 
March 16 they made their announce
ment. 

They called me and asked if we would 
suppo:r:t them in bringing the cost down. 
I said that I would for myself but I 
could not speak for the committee. Be
fore in the report we call on them to 
cut costs. We give them considerable 
latitude. We also mentioned farmer
owned storage. The farmer has to take 
his storage the first year. He has to 
take that loss. So we wrote our Ian
guage in the report as support for the 
announcement. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. We have in 
Ohio small elevators. We produce a 
grade and type of wheat that is not in 
oversupply, but it is used for the making 
of flour and the grain g--oes in and out 
of these elevators rather rapidly. I am 
advised that the average profit of the 
elevator operators in Ohio is only be
tween 4 and 5 percent. There has been 
no profiteering. I am also advised, as 
late as this morning, that the cost sup
port cut of 19 percent on all elevator 
storage rates will just simply close a lot 
of the small warehouses-and we have 
no large terminal warehouses in Ohio
the small elevators, and the farmers will 
have no place to take their grain. 

Mr. WHITTEN. · May I say to. the 
gentleman, we do not take credit for nor 
do we underwrite the Department's 
method of handling this. For instance, 
we see some sense in a uniform grain 
storage rate for uniform warehouses. 
Personally, I cannot see that you ought 
to pay the same rate to a fellow who can 
liquidate the total cost of his warehouse 
in 16 months as one or two of them have 
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done as to an established warehouse 
that gives you full protection. 

What we are trying to do is to point 
out the things we think have been poor 
business. We point out the law which 
says this must be carried on in an ef
:ficient manner. That means pulling the 
costs down but giving them latitude as 
to how to do it. This straight across
the-board cut, to my mind, is not the way 
they should have handled it. But the 
fact I differ with them is not surprising, 
because I have differed with them many 
times as the gentleman knows. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as I 
may require. 

GREEN ACRES PROGRAM 

Mr. Chairman, I would like :first to say 
it is a pleasure for me personally to work 
under the chairmanship of a gentleman 
such as Mr. WHITTEN, of Mississippi, and 
to be associated with a man like WALT 
HoRAN, of Washington. By the way, 
JAMIE and I have been on this particular 
subcommittee for 17 years. We are al
most making a career out of it. We have 
had the company of Mr. HoRAN there for 
about 15 years and Mr. MARSHALL, an
other very :fine gentleman from my own 
State, has been around for some 12 years. 
Our able colleague from Kentucky, Mr. 
NATCHER, has been with us on the com
mittee for about 6 years and we have 
two comparatively new members, our 
colleagues the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SANTANGELO] and the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. MICHELL It is a 
pleasure to work with these gentlemen. 
I have always found them eminently fair, 
and I want to preface the remarks I am 
about to make by expressing my senti
ments toward my fine colleagues on the 
subcommittee. 
DEPLORABLE CONDITIONS OF OUR FARM ECONOMY 

Mr. Chairman, the deplorable condi
tions of our farm economy discussed so 
eloquently by the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. WHITTEN], who is chairman 
of our Subeommittee on Agricultural 
Appropriations, and the contents of our 
committee report, together with the ac
companying bill, should be sufficient 
cause for the mest serious concern on the 
part of every Member of Congress. 

Words alone, written or spoken, cannot 
fully and properly describe the plight of 
several millions of farm people who dur
ing the last 10 years have seen prices go 
steadily up on the things they buy and 
as equally steadily down on the things 
they sell. Sleight-of-hand juggling of 
farm income figures cannot conceal the 
fact that our farm economy is in diffi
cult straits and that the time for con
structive and remedial action is long 
overdue. 

In the last 10 years our gross national 
product has risen from $382 billion to 
$480 billion; national income has gone 
up from $217 billion to about $400 bil
lion; labor income alone has climbed 
from $175 billion to about $280 billion; 
hourly earnings in all manufacturing 
jobs have gone _up from $1.46 in 1950 to 
$2.28 1;oday; and in virtually every seg
ment of our economy, with the exception 
of agriculture, we have seen similar rises 

and aside from a few chronically de
pressed areas the whole Nation has 
prospered. 

But look at agriculture. Net farm in
come stood at $13.8 billion in 1949 and 
the latest report shows net farm income 
has dropped below $11 billion. If there 
was ever a famine in a land of economic 
plenty, such a famine exists today among 
the farm people of our Nation. 

We expend a considerable amount of 
money for various farm programs, many 
of which are actually for the primary 
benefit of consumers, but the one big 
item which relates itself directly to farm 
income is the appropriation to restore 
the capital impairment of the Commod
ity Credit Corporation. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation is 
the banker for our price support opera
tions. For ready understanding of the 
purposes of agricultural price supports 
I might describe them as the equivalent 
for farm people of minimum wage laws, 
unemployment insurance, labor manage
ment agreements, and so forth, for the 
protection of labor income. Unorganized 
and without the potent weapon of the 
right to strike, farm people must of 
necessity look to the Federal Govern
ment for a measure of assistance in their 
efforts to obtain a fair and equitable re
turn for their labor, investment, and 
management ability. This we call 
parity. 

In the bill before us there is an item 
in the amount of $1,325 million to re
store the capital impairment of the Com
modity Credit Corporation and this rep
resents the losses sustained in our price 
support operations during the last fiscal 
year. Last year we appropriated $1,-
435,400,000 for this purpose; the year be
fore $1,760,400,000; and the year before 
that $1,239,800,000. 

In the last 5 years we have sustained 
a total loss of $6,689,900,000 in our price 
support operations, and in those same 5 
years net farm income has dropped a full 
half billion dollars. Although it should 
be obvious to everyone that our programs 
of price supports are not doing the job, 
I shudder to think where our farm econ
omy would be today if we had not pro
vided at least this measure of protection. 

As ranking member of the Subcom
mittee on Agricultural Appropriations, 
as a Member of Congress representing a 
great agricultural district, and as a man 
conscious of the :fiscal implications of the 
bill we bring before you, I must report 
that the rise in costs to the public in 
recent years has been accompanied by a 
corresponding decline in farm income. 
We cannot forever expect farm people 
or taxpayers generally to support such 
an inadequate and costly program. 

Our subcommittee has been fully cog
nizant of these negative developments. 
Each year we have conducted extensive 
hearings--this is my own 17th year on 
the subcommittee-and this year you 
will note that our hearings total more 
than 2,500 pages in length. In all mod
esty I believe I can honestly say that the 
seven members of our subcommittee 
know more about the detailed operations 
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
and of our farm programs than any 
other group in Congress. 

I believe our subcommittee has taken 
every conceivable action available to us 
in our efforts to cut the costs of these 
programs and make them more worth
while to the farm people in whose inter
ests they were first authorized. · At the 
same time, I believe we have exhausted 
our capabilities and the frustrating ex
perience of spending good money after 
bad compels me today to bring this whole 
problem before the Congress in the hope 
that something constructive might come 
of the effort. 

COMPREHENSIVE NEW FARM BILL 

On May 2 of this year I introduced a 
comprehensive new farm bill-H.R. 
12000-together with my able and dis
tinguished colleague the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. JENSEN]. His identical bill is 
H.R. 12001. This bill was not casually 
conceived nor was it lightly offered. 
Speaking for myself, its provisions were 
based upon many years of service in the 
Congress, especially as a member of the 
Subcommittee on Agricultural Appro
priations, together wit:Q. virtually a life
time of experience as a farmer, and as a 
farm manager. 

As a preliminary to the discussion of 
our proposal, let us :first take a good look 
at the problem we seek to solve. 

From the viewpoint of the American 
taxpayer, the development of a solution 
to the farm problem should have the 
highest priority. Reluctantly but of 
necessity I must report to the Congress 
that we now have in Commodity Credit 
Corporation accounts about $9 billion 
worth of surplus agricultural commod
ities. In the next :fiscal year it will cost 
about $600 million to store and handle 
that vast storehouse of agricultural 
products. Added to this will be the 
losses through deterioration, market 
losses, shrinkage, and other factors lead
ing inevitably to a loss to the Public 
Treasury of probably another $1 billion. 

As a practical matter, we have found 
from experience that we cannot even 
give away this multi-billion-dollar hoard 
of agricultural commodities. In the bill 
before us you will find another item of 
$1,468,742,000 to reimburse the Commod
ity Credit Corporation for various special 
activities such as Public Law 480, the 
International Wheat Agreement, and 
famine relief to friendly countries. Tre
mendous quantities of American food 
have moved through church and other 
charitable organizations from Govern
ment warehouses into empty stomachs 
around the world; additional amounts 
of staggering tonnage have been sold for 
local currencies which are near worth
less to us; and we have thrown wide the 
door of our food storehouse to needy 
people both at home and abroad. But 
it costs money to even give these stocks 
away and from the viewpoint of the tax
payer this $9 billion stockpile is and will 
continue to be a most costly burden. 

From the viewpoint of the farmer we 
purport to help, this stockpile of agri
cultural surpluses is a two-edged sword 
striking at the heart of his pocketbook. 
In the first place, the level of farm com
modity prices at a present average of 
only 80 percent of parity together with 
the farmer's proportionate share of the 
total tax burden leaves the average 
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farmer at the bottom of the economic 
ladder. In the second place, the tre
mendous accumulation of farm com
modities in the inventory of the Com
modity Credit Corporation hangs like a 
dark cloud over the agricultural econ
omy and eliminates completely any 
hope for a rise in market prices for farm 
products. 

The proposal the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. JENSEN] and I have laid before the 
Congress is designed to meet effectively 
and promptly both of these basic prob
lems of accumulated surpluses and de
pressed farm commodity prices. More
over, we seek to accomplish these prime 
objectives at little or no additional cost 
to American taxpayers. 

The green acres program we propose 
contains numerous provisions previously 
advanced by other able and distin
guished Members of Congress. The pay
ment-in-kind features, for example, may 
be found in many bills now pending be
fore the legislative committees. My co
sponsor, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
JENSEN], along with his colleague, the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HOEVEN], 
some time ago introduced payment-in
kind bills for corn. The distinguished 
chairman of my Subcommittee on Agri
cultural Appropriations, the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN], and 
my very able farm colleague the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. MARSHALL] 
recently introduced bills to authorize 
a payment-in-kind program covering all 
feed grains and wheat. 

After studying many of these con
structive proposals . and gaining from 
them a number of worthwhile ideas, Mr. 
JENSEN and I felt that something addi
tional was needed to accomplish a bal
ance between production and market 
demands and the green acres feature 
was conceived for this purpose. 

Having crystallized our own thinking 
on the general outlines of a farm 
measure, we took the idea directly to 
the farmers who would be affected for 
their counsel before introducing a bill 
and the farmers themselves gave us the 
answers to several questions for which 
we had been unable to find the answers. 

I personally discussed the green acres 
proposal with more than 400 farmers, 
ASC committeemen, county agents, con
servationists, livestock men, and others 
representing a cross section of Midwest 
agriculture. As a result of these discus
sions, the initial idea was considerably 
modified and several very valuable im
provements· were made. For example, 
we were concerned about the collateral 
effects our proposal might have upon 
the livestock industry and I found the 
answer in a suggestion made by an ASC 
county committeeman at the last meet
ing held on the subject. 

The Andersen-Jensen green acres pro
gram is in a major sense the result of 
the combined thinking of a cross section 
of farm people and the leaders of re
sponsible farm organizations, and I want 
at this time to acknowledge their help 
and express my personal appreciation 
for their contributions. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
take a few minutes to describe brie:tly 
the various sections of our b111. 

Section 2 of the bill provides for a 
nationwide referendum to permit 
farmers to determine for themselves 
whether or not they want this program 
to go into operation. Since every 
farmer in the United States who pro
duced wheat, corn, oats, rye, barley, 
grain sorghums, soybeans, and flaxseed 
would be immediately affected, all of 
those producers who produced one or 
more of these commodities in at least 
3 of the last 5 years would be eligible 
to vote in the referendum. If two-thirds 
or more of the producers voting in the 
referendum favored the program pre
sented to them, it would be in effect the 
following crop year and thereafter un
less the Congress authorized and the 
Secretary of Agriculture conducted an
other referendum on this or a modified 
program. 

I will discuss the other sections of the 
bill upon the assumption that the entire 
program would be approved in the ref
erendum. If farmers voted to the con
trary, the entire measure would be 
inoperative. 

GREEN ACRES PROVISION 

Section 3 covers the "green acres" pro
vision and is the cornerstone of the en
tire proposal. Beginning with the 1961 
crop, all producers of the commodities 
enumerated earlier would be required 
to put at least 20 percent of their total 
cropland under green cover. Farmers 
would receive no direct compensation for 
so doing, and they would be free to do 
anything they wanted to with these 
green acres other than the production 
of nonconserving crops. They could 
graze it, cut hay off of it, put it into 
wildlife cover, and so forth. The prin
cipal stipulation would be that it must be 
under green cover and not in the produc
tion of nonconserving crops. 

The 20 percent figure · in our bill is 
not a precise figure which we have de
termined to be the exact minimum crop
land needed in green acres on each farm 
to do the job. It is, however, the best 
possible estimate we can make as to a 
percentage reasonably expected to ac
complish the objective we seek of balanc
ing the production of these commodities 
against consumer needs and market op
portunities. 

Because this is such an important 
feature of the bill, you may be interested 
in the basis for the 20 percent provi
sion and some of the reasons for its im
portance. 

It should be obvious to all that Amer
ican farmers are producing too much. 
They were called upon to increase pro
duction during the war years, and farm 
programs in effect in recent years have 
provided no alternative. We now have 
in Government ownership $9 billion 
worth of agricultural commodities and 
it is costing us about $600 million a year 
for storage and handling. We are sim
ply producing too much and all previous 
efforts to achieve the desired balance 
have failed. 

The best advice we can obtain to
gether with our own study of o:mcial 
statistics leads us to the conclusion that 
we have nationwide about 32.6 million 
too many acres currently producing 
wheat, rye, corn, oats, barley, grain 

sorghums, soybeans, and flaxseed. This 
is a composite figure which takes into 
account an estimated deficit, for ex
ample, of about 3.6 million acres of oats 
and 0.9 million acres of flax last year. 

Assuming the accuracy of this figure, 
and we believe it is reasonably accurate, 
the next step was to devise a sure means 
of taking this much land out of pro
duction at no cost to the taxpaying 
public. 

Nationwide we have about 430 million 
acres of cropland now in production. 
About 136 million acres of this cropland 
is in hay and pasture, or 29.6 percent 
of the total. However, this percentage 
of total cropland in hay and pasture 
ranges from a statewide average of 13.1 
percent in Kansas, to 85.8 percent in 
Vermont. North Dakota averages 15.6 
percent of its total cropland in hay and 
pasture: Washington, 18.9 percent; 
Georgia, 20.2 percent; Montana, 20.8 
percent; Illinois, 21 percent; Colorado, 
21 percent; North Carolina, 22 percent; 
South Carolina, 23 percent; Delaware, 
23.1 percent; Texas, 24.3 percent; and 
Minnesota, 24.3 percent. 

Within the States the percentage of 
cropland in hay and pasture also varies 
·widely. I have listed the States in as
cending order up to and including 
Minnesota because I have more details 
about my own State. In my district, for 
example, I have two big-producing coun
ties which have an average of 7 and 9 
percent of their cropland now in hay 
and pasture. Obviously, the range with
in these counties is from zero to a few 
dairies with substantial acreage of hay 
and pasture. 

The point I want to make is that we 
calculated this as best we could and came 

·to the conclusion that 20 percent was 
about as reliable a figure as could be 
determined without intensive study of 
the latest census data when it becomes 
available. Experts in the field gave us 
estimates that ranged from a low of 
about 15 percent to a high of about 25 
percent and from this we conclude that 
our 20-percent figure is fairly accurate. 
In addition, we anticipate that hearings 
on the bill would develop information 
which would either confirm this figure or 
lead to a more precise percentage for the 
green acres program. 

It is our considered judgment that the 
establishment of this minimum :figure of 
20 percent of the cropland on every farm 
would probably raise the national aver- · 
age about 8 percent which would take 
out of crop production about 34 million 
additional acres. If so, and allowing for 
the fact that a good farmer would often 
select his poorer land for the purpose, 
we believe we would be within striking 
distance of balanced production. 

MUST BE A'BSOLUTEL Y ENFORCmLE 

One further point on this section. 
Everyone we discussed this with advised 
us that it must be absolutely enfor
cible. To make it effective we have put 
some real teeth into it by providing 
a penalty of 50 percent of the total pro
duction on any farm not in compliance 
with the green acres provision. This 
penalty would be in the amount of one
half the value of the violator's total pro
duction the year of his noncompliance 
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and we believe there will be little or no 
noncompliance. 

Section 4 provides a vital incentive 
insofar as farmers and our rural econ
omy are concerned. Under this section 
price supports on all the commodities 
listed would be set at 80 percent of parity 
the first 2 years, at 85 percent the next 
2 years, and at 90 percent of parity 
thereafter. If our calculations are ac
curate, and we believe they are, the mar
ket will rise steadily in the next few 
years and the level of price supports 
will follow it up. In this section we pro
pose in 5 years to restore the general 
level of farm commodity prices to the 
level from which they have fallen 
stead.ily in the last 10 years. The step
by-step increase will avoid sharp dis
ruptions in our whole agricultural econ
omy and we believe it is entirely prac
tical to move back up in this manner. 

PAYMENT-IN-KIND 

Section 5 contains the provisions for 
the liquidation of present surpluses; the 
maintenance of an adequate supply for 
the protection of consumers, world mar
kets, and food-for-peace programs; and 
the balancing of farm production in the 
future. The payment-in-kind program 
is to be entirely optional with the pro
ducer, but we have purposely set the 
rate at 80 percent of average, normal 
yields to make it attractive to producers. 
In addition. we have set a maximum of 
50 percent of any farm which may be 
temporarily retired from production in 
the interests of farm families and the 
local economies. I have never wanted to 
see whole farms retired from production 
for any reason and we propose to pre-
vent that in this program. · 

As one of the original coauthors of 
the conservation reserve program, I have 
consistently opposed the retirement of 
whole farms via this program. 

As is provided in most of the other 
payment-in-kind proposals, our bill 
calls for a complete retirement of the 
acreage for which 80 percent of normal 
yield certificates are issued. These cer
tificates will be valued as of the time 
of issue and will be completely negoti
able. They can be used as collateral for 
credit. They can be surrendered in ex
change for CCC stocks. They may also 
be sold to a neighbor or a local elevator 
for cash. When finally surrendered, 
these certificates would be exchanged 
for surplus stocks owned by the Govern
ment. However, these stocks would not 
be eligible for price supports. The retired 
land may either be put under protective 
cover with ACP assistance, left black if 
that is the proper thing to do from a con
servation standpoint, or put under wild
life cover. However, no harvest of crops 
or hay would be permitted except in 
emergencies authorized by the Secre
tary of Agriculture. 

There is alSo another payment-in
kind feature in this section relative to 
the "green acres" retired from grain 
production under section 3. 

To protect the livestock economy 
against a flood of cheap hay, we au
thorize an optional 25 percent of normal 
yield payment-in-kitid for the 'complete 
retirement of this land. This haS been 

set at this particular rate so the farmer 
who has livestock and needs the hay 
can utilize his "green acres" and the 
farmer who does not need the hay or 
pasture can completely retire that land 
in return for the 25 percent of · normal 
yield payment-in-kind. W-e also have 
reason to believe that once the present 
surpluses have been liquidated this fea
ture alone might well serve to maintain 
the balance in production we seek under 
the terms of our bill. If so, the ~otal 
cost would be very low because of the 
relatively low payment rate of 25 per
cent. 

In this section we also afford a meas
ure of protection to the grain trade and 
storage industry by directing that com
modities redeemed with payment-in
kind certificates shall to the maximum 
extent practicable be from CCC stocks 
in bin sites or other Governmeat facili
ties before withdrawing from commer
cial warehouse facilities. In addition, 
I would like to report that our Agricul
ture Appropriations Subcommittee held 
several meetings in the Midwest on the 
storage question and we were told by 
responsible country elevator operators 
that they very much preferred the move
ment of free grain to the storage of 
CCC stocks as the trade in free grain 
is more profitable to them. 

From our inquiries we came to the 
conclusion that the elevators will find 
the increased supply of grain in trade 
channels more to their liking than long
term storage of Government stocks. 

This section includes the usual penalty 
for violations equal to forfeiture of all 
payments and an additional penalty 
equal to 50 percent of the amount 
otherwise due. 

Section 6 provides that the acreage 
diverted either into green acres or by 
·payment in kind shall be in addition to 
any acreage already in the conserva
tion reserve. In other words, if part of 
a farm is now in the conservation re
serve the balance of the farm would be 
considered as an entity for the purposes 
of this legislation and the green acres 
would have to come out of the remain
ing cropland in production. 

Section 7 assures producers eligibility 
for ACP cost-share payments on their 
entire farms, including the green acres 
and land diverted under payment in 
kind. 

Section 8 provides that the proposed 
program shall be administered by the 
farmer-elected committees which are 
already in existence. 

Section 9 directs the Secretary of 
Agriculture to transmit annual reports 
to the Congress in order that the opera
tions of the green acres program may be 
constantly reviewed. In addition, it 
provides that any increase in the per
centage of cropland required under the 
green -acres provision shall first be ap
proved by Congress and then submitted 
to producers in another nationwide 
referendum. However, if we have been 
reasonably accurate in the determina
tion of this percentage, it is unlikely 
that such action would be necessary at 
any . time in the near future. 

Section 10 guarantees to cotton, pea- . 
nut, rice, tobacco, and wheat producers 

that no terms ()f this measure shall in 
any way affect their present programs 
of . acreage allotments, marketing 
quotas, or price supports except for the 
80 percent of parity price support floor 
under wheat. 

In the first place, I would not under
take to offer legislation affecting these 
commodities as I know there are better 
authorities in the Congress representing 
these particular producers. However, I 
do want to call attention to the fact that 
the green acres program would be -of 
considerable economic value to the 
producers of cotton, peanuts, rice, and 
tobacco, from the standpoint of higher 
price supports for the grains they pro
duce on their farms. 

ILLUSTRATIVE CHARTS 

That, Mr. Chairman, is a section .. by
section summary of the bill. I would 
now like to call our colleagues' attention 
to the four charts we have prepared 
which illustrate the prospective impact 
of this proposal upon the production 
and income of a representative 320-acre 
midwestern grain farm. These charts 
may be readily adjusted to various crops 
as well as larger or smaller farms. The 
320-acre farm is simply illustrative of 
the program. 

The first chart shows that farm in 
virtually all-out production in 1960 under 
the present program. You will note that 
we have estimated 25 acres for buildings, 
lots, roads, wastelands, and so forth, 
and, to be conservative, have shown 35 
acres already in alfalfa. On the balance 
we show 160 acres of corn, producing 
9,600 bushels, worth about $1 per bushel 
this year; 59 acres of soybeans, produc
ing 1,500 bushels, worth about $1.73 per 
bushel; and 50 acres of barley, produc
ing 1,500 bushels, worth about 70 cents 
a bushel. In the lower left-hand corner 
of the chart we show an approximation 
of the surplus produced on that farm, 
and these figures are based on the actual 
percentage of each commodity now in 
surplus production. On the right-hand 
side of the chart we show the total gross 
income in the amount of $13,800 for this · 
all-out production. 

The second chart shows that same 
farm in 1961 under the "green acres" 
program with 80 percent of parity price 
supports. _Since this is primarily a 
grain-producing farm, we assume, as an 
illustration, that the farmer will take full 
advantage of the program. First, he will 
have to put a total of 59 acres into the 
green acres program. For this he may 
elect to receive the 25 percent of normal 
yield payment in kind for wildlife cover, 
or 885 bushels of CCC corn. Then he 
will be eligible to retire an additional 
88.5 acres completely, for which he will 
receive a payment-in-kind certificate 
worth 4,228 bushels of corn. On his re
maining acres we assume he will plant 
100 acres of corn, yielding 6,000 bushels, 
with a price support of about $1.30; 27.5 
acres of soybeans·, yielding 825 bushels, 
with price supports at about $2.25 per 
bushel; and 20 acres of barley, yielding 
600 bushels, with price supports at about 
96 cents a -bushel. At present rates of 
consumption,. this farm would not be 
producing enough to meet current mar-
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ket demands, and we would begin to eat 
into the surplus stocks held by the Gov
ernment at public cost. From the in
come standpoint, you will note that the 
total gross income on that farm would 
rise to about $15,856-an increase of 
$2,000 above the previous year with 
reduced costs of production. 

In addition, may I point out in all of 
these charts that the payments in kind 
made available to producers would in 
every instance assure that much mini
mum cash income regardless of weather 
or crop conditions. Since these certifi
cates will be issued in the early spring, 
this cash income will contribute greatly 
to the whole rural economy and will help 
insure against local economic disasters 
as a result of crop failures. 

Now, if you will refer to the third 
chart, you will find that farm produc
ing the same crops as shown on the 
second chart, but this will be in 1963, 
when price supports go up to 85 percent 
of parity and the total gross income goes 
up to $17,139-another $1,300 with no 
increase in costs of production. 

Then, if you will refer to the final 
chart illustrating the situation in 1965 
you will find that we have liquidated the 
surpluses and that farm is back into full 
production with 90 percent of parity 
price supports and a total gross income 
of about $20,766. Since the costs of pro
duction are comparable with those 
shown in the first chart for 1960 under 
the present program, you can readily 
see that the gross income on this farm 
will have risen a total of about $7,000 or 
more than 50 percent with no additional 
costs to the producer or the taxpayers. 
With the surpluses liquidated and supply 
in balance the operator of this farm will 
contribute to the total output approxi
mately his proportionate share of the 
market need and the 90 percent of parity 
price supports will function as an orderly 
marketing device at little or no cost to 
the taxpayers. 

Although farmers are at all times to 
farm as they please under the ''green 
acres" program, it should be noted that 
after the surpluses have been liquidated 
there will not even be a payment-in-kind 
program for _those commodities which 
are not currently in surplus. The green 
acres provision will remain permanently 
in effect, except for national emergen
cies, to help maintain the overall balance 
of production with the payments in kind 
operating to adjust. temporary imbal
ances between commodities. 

COST LITI'LE OR NOTHING 

May I also emphasize the fact that the · 
entire program proposed in our bill will 
cost the taxpayers little or nothing more 
than the costs of administration and the 
release of surplus CCC stocks which are 
worthless for all practical purposes and 
are actually costing us about $600 mil
lion a year to store. I have not had time 
to calculate the savings that would be 
accomplished under the terms of our bill 
but I can assure our colleagues from my 
years of experience on the Agriculture 
Appropriations Subcommittee that the 
savings in total costs would be enormous, 
not to mention the nationwide benefits 

that would accrue from a prosperous and 
healthy f;:~.rm economy. 

Since the green acres bill was intro
duced last week, we have had a most 
gratifying response from other Members 
of Congress, spokesmen for farm organi
zations, and the public as a whole. 
However, some questions have been 
raised relative to our contention that the 
program will cost the taxpayers little or 
nothing other than the costs of admin
istration and I would like to discuss that 
briefly. 

In the first piace, I do not believe the 
costs of administration would be sub
stantially increased over the level of re
cent years . because we will, by the opera
tion of the proposed program, actually 
reduce and eventually eliminate some 
past administrative costs. 

For example, the costs of care and cus
tody of commodities in the bin sites 
throughout rural America will be rapidly 
eliminated by the distribution of these 
stocks as payment-in-kind. 

As indicated on page 754, part 3, of 
our hearings, the current annual costs 
to the taxpayers for handling of surplus 
wheat, corn, grain sorghum, barley, and 
rye were as follows: $717 million for 
transportation, $105 million for receiving 
and loading out, $415 million for 12 
months' storage, and $192 million for in
terest at a rate of 4 percent on our total 
investment in these commodities. In 
other words, in addition to the initial in
vestment of $3% billion in these five 
commodities, we are faced with an annu
al co~t of another $1.4 billion bringing 
our total investment in those commodi
ties to better than $5 billion. With the 
green acres program in full operation 
there should be virtually no surplus pro
duction and, if this were the case, we 
could save the $5 billion otherwise in
vested in the acquisition, storage, and 
handling of these five commodities. 

Now, a word abot:t the liberal payment
in-kind proposal in our bill. We have 
purposely made it liberal and would be 
willing to set it at a full 100 percent of 
average normal yield except for the fact 
that we want to reduce the quantity of 
grain on the market by that additional 
20 percent. We believe the SO-percent 
figure will be a strong incentive for par
ticipation, and that is what we want. 

SURPLUS DISPOSAL PROGRAMS 

We must not lose sight of the fact, 
Mr. Chairman, that the $9 billion worth 
of surplus agricultural commodities 
owned by the Government are, for all 
practical purposes, worthless. Before 
anyone criticizes our proposal to release 
these stocks to farmers via the 80 percent 
of normal yield payment-in-kind route, 
let me remind them that agricultural 
commodities are not the only surpluses 
owned by our Government. 

In fiscal year 1959, the Federal Govern
ment disposed of more than $6 billion 
worth of surplus stocks other than agri
cultural commodities. We sold $2.1 bil
lion worth of surplus for a cash price of 
$99.6 million. In addition, we sold as 
scrap for $66 million another quantity 
of surplus property which had an original 
cost of about $4 billion. on top of that, 

we gave away by donations to health, 
educational, and civil defense organiza
tions some $229.5 million worth of sur
plus property. In other words, in the 
disposal of other surplus property owned 
by the Federal Government we have real
ized less than 3 cents for each dollar 
initially invested and that is little short 
of actually giving it away. 

In the case of American agriculture, we 
propose the exchange of surplus farm 
commodities-already bought and paid 
for-in return for a reduction in produc
tion in the interests of our total economy. 

If the Congress is genuinely concerned 
about the plight of farm people, we offer 
a practical and workable program in our 
green acres proposal. 

If the Congress is constructively inter
ested in restoring the rural market for 
commodities manufactured and proc
essed throughout the Nation, we suggest 
this means of raising the level of farm 
income. 

If the Congress shares our concern re
garding the rising costs of acquiring, 
storing, and disposing of surplus agricul
tural commodities, we offer a means of 
virtually eliminating that costly opera
tion. 

If the Congress recognizes the desir
ability of maintaining necessary reserves 
for the protection of consumers, for dis
tribution to needy and deserving people 
at home and abroad, and for the sta
bility of our whole agricultural economy, 
we present this proposal for balanced 
production. 

If the Congress shares our desire to 
solve this costly problem of surplus pro
duction which depletes our soil and de
moralizes our economy, then we ask that 
consideration be given at this session to 
the Andersen-Jensen green acres pro
gram. 

The President in his message to Con
gress on May 3, 1960, said: 

I still believe that America's farmers pre
fer, as certainly I do, the development of 
legislation which will promote progress for 
them toward economic equality and permit 
them the maximum freedom. 

We respectfully refer the attention of 
the administration to our proposal which 
we believe will restore our farm economy 
to its proper level and will do so within 
the confines of tl:e President's language 
r have just quoted. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I 
yield to my good friend from Kentucky. 

Mr. NATCHER. The American farm
er has no better friend than H. CARL 
ANDERSEN of Minnesota. It has been 
my privilege and honor to serve with 
this subcommittee for 6 years; and dur
ing that time I have witnessed the in
terest of my friend CARL ANDERSEN ·in all 
matters concerning agriculture. 

I want to~ commend the gentleman on 
the fine statement he has made and to 
inquire as to whether or not in the opin
ion of the . gentleman this is a sound bill 
from the standpoint of conservation? 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I 
thank my colleague for his very kind re
marks; and I may say to him that con
servationists have already approached 
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the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN] 
and myself, and they have told us they 
were delighted with this approach to the 
farm problem. It is very definitely a 
conservation program. That is my an
swer to the gentleman. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I 
yield to my chairman. 

Mr. wmTTEN. I wish to say to the 
membership that in all the years I have 
had the privilege of serving with our 
friend, H. CARL ANDERSEN, no one has 
worked more unceasingly for the inter
est of American agriculture and the 
American farmer. 

CARL ANDERSEN knows farm problems 
first-hand. He has had many years of 
experience here, and in the dealings 
with agriculture his interests have been 
sincere and never political. I wislJ. to 
say to him that his bill which he has 
so ably discussed, in my opinion, would 
be a very great improvement over the 
laws we now have. 

I do not want to make this comment 
without including, also, our friend on 
the Appropriations Committee, the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN], the 
joint author of this bill. I have had the 
privilege of serving with both these gen
tlemen. I have served under the chair
manship of CARL ANDERSEN, and it has 
been said it did not make much differ
ence which of us happened to be presid
ing om.cer of the subcommittee. We have 
worked through and through, and by 
paying attention here to these two gen
tlemen because they have sponsored 
this bill, I do not mean to overlook other 
members of the Appropriations Subcom
mittee on my side: FRED MARSHALL, BILL 
NATCHER, and F'RED SANTANGELO for they 
are sincere members who are interested 
in the work of agriculture and who give 
some thought to the economy of the tax
payers as well; nor do I want to overlook 
my Republican colleagues on the other 
side, the gentleman from Washington, 
WALT HoRAN, and the gentleman from 
Dlinois, BoB MicHEL. They, too, have 
this Nation's interest at heart. I want to 
say that this appropriation bill we have 
before us today refiects the composite 
views of this group trying its best to meet 
the problems as we see them. 

I congratulate the gentleman from 
Minnesota and the gentleman from Iowa 
for having made this very straightfor
ward statement, in calling the attention 
of the American public to the need in this 
area and the fine work in the preparation 
of their bill. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I sin
cerely appreciate the remarks of my 
chairman. May I call the attention of 
the committee to the fact that it was 
due to the efforts of Mr. WHITTEN, repre
senting the minority, who joined me 
when I became chairman of the subcom
mittee and, we, together with Mr. Hope, 
of Kansas, put into effect the pilot wa
tershed program without departmental 
or budget approval. This has now be
come the small watershed protection 
program. We commenced in this very 
subcommittee the small watershed pro
tection pilot program. My chairman had 
the original nub of the idea and that is 

the way tQe gentleman from Iowa [Mt. 
JENSEN] and I have developed this· par-· 
ticular bill. 

We are seizing on all the good ideas. 
We have stayed back on purpose, we have 
waited to see what other gentlemen pro
duced, and we are trying to bring to
gether in one package the suggestions 
made by the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. MARSHALL], the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. HOEVEN], and others. We 
have taken a number of good ideas from 
other authors and built them around the 
mandatory 20 percent that each and 
every farmer in the Nation must con
tribute as his share toward a profitable 
agricultural economy. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I 
yield to the gentleman from Washing
ton. 

Mr. HORAN. I want to point out to 
the committee that there is a crying 
need for some approach to a solution of 
our farm problem that we have before 
us today. As our chairman of the sub
committee pointed out in his remarks 
we are picking up the tab for $481 million 
for storage alone in this particular bill. 
It is estimated we will pay out $612 
million next year for storage alone, none 
of which helps the farmer very much, 
and it is estimated next year's expenses 
in the storage field will be in excess of 
$700 million. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Minnesota for at least coming out 
with what I think is an idea that ought 
to be studied fully. I may say to my 
other colleagues who are interested in 
wheat and a domestic parity that I am 
attracted to the outline of a farm pro
gram that is outlined in the report. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Will 
not the gentleman agree with me that 
we must approach this entire problem 
of small grains as one? We cannot do 
it piecemeal. We have found that out. 

Mr. HORAN. I realize that there is a 
confiict in commodities and that does 
get in the way. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. That 
is correct. I might say for the benefit of 
the wheat producers and the wheat men 
in this Congress that every attempt is 
made to help them. For example, in this 
bill we do not say that a man once he has 
a negotiable certificate in the Corn Belt 
cannot pull out wheat stocks if he wants 
it for feed, but it will be on a relative 
price basis, not bushel per bushel. I 
might also say that the 15-acre wheat 
producers are not going to bother about 
producing 15 acres under this bill. In
stead they are going to retire it for pay
ment in kind by taking out 30 percent of 
their land, and they will pull back other 
commodity stocks. It is going to help 
every normal wheat farmer in America 
to eliminate the 600,000 15-acre farmers 
on a purely voluntary basis. It is going 
to benefit everyone concerned. 

The gentleman from Washington has 
pointed· out that this is one of the big 
problems facing us today, and the gen
tleman is absolutely right. Here it is the 
middle of May and not a worthwhile 
thing has been done for agriculture. We 
are trying by pushing this to at least 

light a fire and get some action so that 
back my way we will not have the dis
eonsolate sort of economy we have today 
and despondent farmers. 

Why, that miserable bill passed here 
2 years ago happened to deal with corn. 
A lot of you gentlemen here voted for it. 
Mr. CANNON, Mr. BROWN Of Missouri, and 
I and the late Mr. Christopher got up 
and fought it. We said: "Why reduce 
the price of corn down to a disastrous 
level and force the farmer to go out and 
produce corn from fence row to fence 
row to make a living?" Now, the only 
friend I know of in Government or else
where for that particular bill is Ezra 
Benson. He is the only man who still 
says it is good legislation. I fought then 
against it and I will fight against any 
principle utilizing our soil to produce 800 
million bushels of corn or any other com
modity that we do not need only to put it 
in tin cans and bring about enormous 
storage charges and consequent deterio
ration. It is not a good program for the 
wheat and corn producers in the Mid
west. God help us if that is the best we 
can do here. That is why I have taken 
this hour today. And, this is the first 
time I have taken an hour under this bill, 
even though I have been the ranking 
member on the committee for a good 
many years. The time is getting late. 
The hour is getting late. Let us remem
ber that. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I yield 
to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. MARSHALL. I would like to com
mend my colleague and friend from Min
nesota for the fine statement that he has 
made today. I would like to also reiter
ate that while we drew up the soil bank 
bill and presented it to the Congress, as 
my good friend has stated, it was never 
our intention that entire farms be taken 
out of production. It was our intention 
that the production come out of the pro
ductive areas of the country to bring 
about a balanced agriculture. Further
more, if I might say further, at the time 
we were working on this bill, we asked 
the Department of Agriculture for com
ment on our bill. They sent in a report, 
and it is interesting to note at this time 
that they said that in order for that pro
gram to be effective it would cost in the 
neighborhood of $500 million annually. 
Since that time we have spent over $2 
billion on a program that is in effect now 
on conservation reserve, which I person
ally do not agree with, because it has 
taken out lots of marginal landF It is 
not reaching the productive land of this 
country. We had occasion to visit some 
of the Midwest areas, and we know that 
last year we produced a 4-billion-bushel 
corn crop, the first time in history, in 
this country. And, they have told us 
that they were doing everything that 
they could to add more com acres in this 
next year to the production. So I say 
to my good friend and colleague and 
Members of the House that next year we 
will have increasingly more dimculty in 
com production, and 2 years from now 
you can expect the Government to blow 
its top off if we have anywhere near a 
normal crop year. My good friend and 
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colleague has recognized that, and he Mr. SMITH of Iowa. First I want to 
has put in a lot of work on this proposal, . commend the gentleman for coming for
as has my good friend, the gentleman ward with a bill. There have been so 
from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN]. because both many people who crit1cize everything 
of these gentlemen come from areas that that comes up but they never come !or
see what is happening to this corn and ward with a bill of their own or with any
feed production, and both have been thing constructive. Also I want to con
stalwart promoters of soil conservation. cur in what was said by the gentleman 
They both know by experience that you from. Minnesota [Mr. MARSHALL] and in 
are placing a burden on the soil, rob- the gentleman's own comments concern
bing the soil of the fertility to produce ing corn. We are going to have this year 
commodities that we do not have need alone from the 1959 carryover 600 mil
for, and unless something unforeseen lion bushels of corn. That is one-third 
changes that trend, it will wreck the as much as was accumulated in all the 
livestock and poultry industry in this previous years put together. That is the 
country. first year under this program that the 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I gentleman has been talking about. 
thank my colleague from Minnesota. . .Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Will 
And, I say this, that he is absolutely the gentleman further agree that in this 
right in his reference to our first idea of crop year 1960 the farmers of America 
what the soil bank should be. The gen- are going to put 85 million acres into 
tleman will remember that he and I were corn, and 20 million acres of that we have 
. the first ones in the Congress to use that no need for whatsoever? 
term "soil bank" away back in 1954. It Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Seed corn sales
has not operated along the line that the men just this weekend told ~e that they 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. MAR- have sold more than 5 percent more 
SHALL] and I intended that it should be seed corn this year than last year. 
operated, but if it had, we today would Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. The 
not be in the agricultural fix we are in. gentleman mentions seed corn salesmen. 
We never intended that we should take I had only three objectors among the 
whole farms out of production and de- 400 business people and farmers with 
stroy the economy of the small communi- whom I discussed this proposal just 3 
ties by too many of these farms going weeks ago back in Minnesota and Il
out. We never intended that for a linois. Two of those gentlemen were big 
couple of years, at least, the soil bank cattle feeders who do not produce enough 
program should be a field day for specu- corn for their own needs. They honest
lators. · ly said that they were afraid that com 

We thought we had a good idea, but I was going to go up and they would not 
do not care how good an idea is, Mr. make quite so much profit. The other 
Chairman, if you do not have the proper gentleman was a seed corn dealer who 
administration of any program you w.as afraid that he would not be able 
might as well throw it out of the window. to sell the amount of seed corn he had 
We did not for the first 2 years, at least, for several years. But all three of these 
have the proper administration of the men did not stop to look ahead into the 
conservation reserve. future. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say this fur- Mr. Chairman, I want to close on this. 
ther. I do have hopes for the green Unless we do something about this, the 
acres program because I know that the beef cattle men are going to go down 
present Secretary of Agriculture will with the feed grain people; there is no 
have nothing to do with its operation if it question about it. Seven years ago I 
becomes law. He has only a few months said to Mr. Benson, "Don't you realize 
left in office. that cheap feed will eventually mean 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, will cheap livestock?" He said that I was 
the gentleman yield further? wrong. But I think in the last year or 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I two he has come at least part way to-
yield. ward my line of thinking. 

Mr. MARSHALL. I was going to say The beef cattle men had better get 
that had the proposal that my colleague back of some proposal like this and not 
and I made been put into effect, we would insist on 75- and 80-cent corn unless 
not be facing the problem of a 9 billion they want to see their whole operation 
bushel surplus in stocks of Commodity hit the economic skids. · 
Credit, nor would we be paying around Mr. Chairman, I want to say in con
$600 million in storage costs this year. elusion why I am proud to have the 
And that $600 fil:lllion is more than that gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN] join 
program was estimated to cost to do the me in the introduction of this bill 
~ob when the gentleman and I proposed · There has been no man in the Congres~ 
1t. more interested in soil conservation 

The CHAm~. The time of. the than has the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
gentleman from Mmnesota has expired. JENSEN]. All through this green acres 
~· ANDERSEN of .Minnesota. Mr. bill you see "conservation." I am happy 

Chairman, I ask . u.narumo.us consent to that I have a man of his caliber standing 
proceed for 5 additiOnal mmutes. along with me urging the Congress to 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection adopt this proposed legislation. 
to. the request of the gentleman from Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
Minnesota? will the gentleman yield further? 

There was no objection. Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, yield further to the gentleman from 

will the gentleman yield? Iowa. 
Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I yield Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I do want to 

to the gentleman. say, however, that I wish I could share 
OVI--622 

the gentleman's optimism in the idea 
that there is no one but Mr. Benson for 
this com program. I have found quite 
a few among our colleagues. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. If the 
gentleman will permit, let me say there 
are perhaps a few other misguided 
souls. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
I have a few questions if the gentleman 
will yield further. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I am 
glad to yield. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. As I understand 
it, the gentleman does recognize that 
lower price supports do not actually re
duce production because he says you 
should go to 80 and then 85 and then 
90 perc.ent of parity? 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. 
Absolutely. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Also, as I un
derstand it, you do not have any require
ment on the referendum that one must 
have been a producer of any certain 
amount of a commodity. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Yes; 3 
years out of 5, then that man has the 
right to vote. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. In what quan
tity? 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. If any 
man produces wheat, corn, all these 
other grains, and has a crop history of 
3 years out of the last 5, then he is 
entitled to vote in that referendum. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. What if I pro
duce only 1 acre? 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. That 
is all right. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Just any small 
amount? 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. That 
is all right. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. You can get 
down to a few stalks. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Not if 
you get down so far that you are not a 
farmer. Our bill refers to producers. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. My point is that 
there must be some kind of referendum. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. That 
is provided in our bill. I recognize and 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN] 
recognizes that certainly the le~lative 
Committee on Agriculture on a proposi
tion like this will have to work it over. 
There are many .refinements to be made. 
We do not hold any pride of authorship, 
but we are holding up this green acres 
provision as perhaps the answer to the 
most vexing farm question that has been 
before this Congress for years. Certainly 
I would not anticipate that this bill 
would be voted out without a number of 
worthwhile amendments. I just hope if 
it does come in it will maintain in it 
that green acres mandatory provision, 
because that in the first place balances 
production that year with demand. It is 
the heart of our proposal. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I understand ac
cording to the gentleman's charts here 
he is proposing to reduce corn acreage 
by 40 percent in the first year. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. No; 
there is no such proposal. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The charts are 
not in accordance with that proposal? 
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· Mr. ANDERSEN·of Minnesota. That 
chart is merely representative of a half
section grain farm much like my own 
farm in Minnesota. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The point is, 
you do have to get rid of the corn in the 
bin? 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mter 
you get rid of the corn in the bin, then 
the demand in the market is going to 
take care of all the farmer can produce. 
Remember, the green acres is still in 
effect. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The gentleman 
does not think any other program is 
necessary, then? 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. No. 
The green acres will do the job out
side of a small Commodity Credit Corpo
ration stock that would take care of the 
temporary imbalances. Sometimes you 
might produce 100 or 200 million bushels 
too much of corn. The price of soy
beans would go up. Next year people 
would go into soybeans or barley where 
they could make more money. The 
market would do much to balance pro
duction, and a small payment-in-kind 
program would help make the necessary 
adjustments. 

One of the most attractive features of 
the green-acres proposal is the fact 
that it would afford our farmers vir
tually complete freedom in the opera
tion of their farms. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11 minutes to 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN]. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. As one who raised 

some question about that poultry inspec
tion bill when it was before the House, 
and concerned as I was that it would cost 
a lot of money and it really was not 
necessary for the protection of the health 
of the people of the country, I would like 
to have the chairman of the subcommit
tee restate the proposition. Do I under
stand correctly that inspections that 
have been conducted-that no part of 
those inspections· has shown anything 
that would be injurious to the public 
health? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. I yield. 
Mr. WHITI'EN. We have full inspec

tion of the poultry that is handled at 
time of slaughter. But the law as it 
stands, beginning July 1, provides that 
we would have to have an inspector at 
every further processing plant where 
there is a piece of meat in the package. 
And 2 ·out of 300 have asked for that 
inspection, because by getting that they 
get a label. They would like the Gov
ernment to pick up the cost of it. 

Mr. HALLECK. What is that cost per 
year? 

Mr. WHITTEN. About a million dol
lars. We have learned from the proc
essors that they want it so that they can 
get a label. But the law is compulsory. 
It says we have to provide the money. 
We provide it on this basis and we think 
that in view of the record this is ample 
to meet the needs. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

::M;r. JENSEN. I yield. 

Mr. HORAN. . We felt that what we 
were facing was almost double inspec
tion of products already inspected. 

Mr. WIDTTEN. Well,. it certainly is, 
as I see it. 

Mr. HORAN. I think the House ought 
to know that our total bill for meat and 
poultry inspection is in excess of $33 mil
lion a year, and it is an item that we 
thought we ought to take a look at. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, at the 
outset of my remarks I wish to compli
ment the members of this committee for 
the good job they have done in bringing 
this most difficult bill to the floor of the 
House in the condition in which we find 
it today. It is a big job to initiate ap
propriations for the Department of Ag.:. 
riculture, especially under present cir
cumstances. 

I have served on the Committee on 
Appropriations with all the members of 
this committee, and I hold them all in 
the highest regard. 

I came to Congress with my very able 
colleague from Minnesota [Mr. ANDER
SEN]. We have worked very closely to
gether on all matters pertaining to farm 
problems, and every other problem that 
affects the welfare of our country. CARL 
ANDERSEN is a statesman of the highest 
order. Also the very able gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN]. I 
know his heartbeat. I know he is sin
cere in all of his duties as are the other 
members of the committee. I hold them 
all in high esteem. 

I am very pleased especially about the 
appropriations for Soil Conservation 
Service and Watersheds, for the amount 
of funds which the committee recom
mends. America receives more present 
and long-time benefits from this service 
than from any other Federal agency. tt 
seems there are some folks in the De
partment of Agriculture who are not 
properly sold on the great value of the 
Soil Conservation Service, because Soil 
Conservation Service request for funds 
is regularly trimmed down before it gets 
to the Budget Bureau. Now I am certain 
I speak for a great majority of my col
leagues on both sides of the aisle when 
I commend the committee for the 
amount provided in this bill for Soil 
Conservation Service. I have never been 
accused by my colleagues of wasting the 
taxpayers' dollars, but I try not to be 
pennywise and pound foolish. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
use the balance of my time to explain 
our green acres farm program, which is 
a new approach to the solution of the 
vexing farm problem, which has, as you 
know, been proposed by Congressman H. 
CARL ANDERSEN, of Minnesota, and my
self. Mr. ANDERSEN has just most ably 
and correctly explained our bill to the 
House in full detail. 

Our plan is known as the green acres 
farm program, and is the result of many 
months of study, investigation and dis
cussion with scores of farmers, farm or
ganizations, farm editors, county exten
sion agents, ASC and SCS officials, and 
livestock feeders. 

Our bills, which are identical, were.in
troduced on May 1, last. Congressman 
ANDERSEN'S bill number is H.R. 12000, and 
is H.R. 12001. We are pleased to report 

that our bill has already met with much 
nationwide approval. 

In the time allotted me I will point 
out the most important provisions of 
our bill. 

The cornerstone of our green acres 
farm ·program is the requirement, after 
approval in a single nationwide referen
dum, that every farmer producing corn, 
oats, barley, soybeans, ftax, and all other 
feed grains, and also wheat, in order to 
qualify for the benefits under our bill, 
must have 20 percent of his cropland in 
grass, hay, or pasture, green acres, so to 
speak. 

To protect the livestock industry, every 
farmer will be offered 25 percent of his 
normal yield in payment-in-kind out of 
Government surpluses if he completely 
retires his green acres which constitute 
20 percent of his total cropland, or he 
can use his retired acres for pasture 
hay, and so forth, and receive no pay on 
such acres. 

Farmers who already have 20 percent 
or more or cropland under green cover 
would be immediately eligible for the 
green acres program. · 

Congressman ANDERSEN is the top mi
nority member on the subcommittee 
which appropriates for the Department 
of Agriculture and all of its programs, 
and I am next to the top minority mem
ber on the full 50-member Appropria
tions Committee. Both of us have con
stantly advocated measures to conserve 
our soil, and to increase the farm income. 

Early this year Congressman ANDER
SEN, Congressman HoEVEN and I intro
duced a payment-in-kind bill for corn 
alone. It won much nationwide ap
proval, and that acceptance led me into 
this present collaboration with my 
neighboring colleague, Mr. ANDERSEN, 
himself a farm operator at Tyler, Minn. 
I was raised on the farm, and for 24 
years dealt almost exclusively with farm
ers in the retail lumber business in Exira, 
Iowa, my home, and since coming to 
Congress I have worked closely with 
farmers and can understand their 
problems. 

Congressman ANDERSEN recently spent 
2 weeks in the Middle West meeting with 
hundreds of farmers in all lines of pro
duction, and with many other interested 
people, and he is pleased to report that 
with hardly a single exception they ap
proved our green acres program, said it 
was economically realistic and predicted 
its success if made .law, which we sin
cerely hope it will be during this session 
of Congress. 

The best agriculture experts lie know 
have assured us the green acres program 
would in the first year bring about a bal
ance between production and consump
tion of these grains. The farmer would 
make his green acres contribution in re
turn for the other liberal benefits pro
vided in our bill, and which would stabi
lize all farm prices on a much higher 
level. 

To liquidate the huge price-depressing 
surpluses now stored at huge cost, we 
provide an additional payment-in-kind 
equal to 80 percent of each farmer's 
average yield for other cropland taken 
completely out of production, not to ex
ceed one-half of the whole farm. We 
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can afford to pay the farmers liberally 
for reducing production when such pay
ment is made in kind. The participant 
can either use such grain, or cash in his 
Government certificate at his elevator or 
bank. 

Outside the green acres, our bill pro
vides that each farmer could produce 
any and all of these grains, and receive 
a price support of 80 percent of parity the 
first 2 years, 85 percent the next 2, and 
90 percent thereafter. Both ANDERSEN 
and I have been stanch supporters of 
90 percent of parity for basic farm crops. 
With no surplus production, this price 
support schedule will cost the taxpayer 
very little, as you can see, when com
modities on hand are used in lieu of cash 
outlay. The county ASC omce has a his
tory record for every farm in their re
spective county, hence administration 
costs will be about the same as at 
present. 

In a few years, after present surpluses 
have been liquidated, American farmers, 
except for their green acres, could go 
back into full production with a parity 
market demand for everything they 
produce. We must always maintain an 
ever normal granary as a necessary 
reserve to protect the public against ·an 
emergency. 

Figures furnished in support of any 
proposed farm program are convincingly 
in favor of the green acre program. 

Using a 160-acre Iowa farm, for exam
ple, our best estimate of the average 
gross income for 1960 under the present 
farm program will be about $7,000. Un
der the green acres program in 1961, at 
80 percent of parity, we estimate the 
gross farm income would be not less than 
$8,000, with a reduced cost of production 
due to the decreased crop acreage. In 
1963, when pric·e supports go up to 85 
percent of parity, the same 160-acre 
farm will again produce no surpluses and 
we estimate a gross income of approxi
mately $9,500. Finally in 1965, that 
same farm should gross not less than 
$11,000 due to increased prices for grain 
and livestock, and will be back in full 
production, less the green acres. Sup
ports will be at 90 percent of parity. 
Production will constantly be in balance 
with consumption. 

Farmers should have first priority to 
purchase Government storage bins, as 
such bins become empty. 

This increased income is bound to 
come, not only because of higher grain 
prices, but also because of the higher 
hog, cattle, sheep and poultry and egg 
prices, which higher grain prices will 
generate. · We believe hog prices, for 
example, will hit a top of at least 
$24 per hundredweight within a year 
after our bill is made law. 

It will not be dimcult for every farmer 
to calculate his increased income under 
the green acres program by applying the 
above :figures proportionately to his own 
operations; and remember our bill is 
truly a family sized farm program. 

We feel certain that within. 5 years 
after our bill is made law, the green 
acres program will raise the average 
gross income on Iowa farms 50 percent, 
and· in other States proportionate}1, be
cause it will bring about a balance .in 

production, will liquidate the present 
surpluses, and secure for the farmer and 
the. rural businessman their ·fair share 
of our national income. 

Congressman ANDERSEN and I, and 
other proponents of our bill, have urged 
the Agriculture Committees of Congress 
to approve our bill and to bring it to the 
floor of the House and Senate for early 
consideration, and we hope for its adop
tion during this session to assure its full 
operation in 1961. ·Everyone who is in
terested in the farm problem should 
waste no time. in letting their Congress
man know the kind of a farm program 
they believe will best solve this vexing 
problem for them and for all America. 
We feel certain that after a study of our 
green acres farm program, it will be the 
choice of the great majority. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. 

While we were formulating this bill I re
call that often the gentleman was con
cerned about any possible deleterious ef
feet it might have upon beef cattle and 
beef products. 

Mr. JENSEN. Right. 
Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. The 

price of beef cattle and so forth. The 
gentleman, of course, knows he and I 
have agreed in our c.onsultations on this 
with other men that we put the support 
price on corn up to $1.30 a bushel instead 
of 98 cents, which is prevalent now in 
western Iowa and Minnesota. This price 
would make any farmer stop and think 
whether or not he wanted to increase his 
hog production because certainly no 
farmer wants to produce hogs just for 
the fun of it; it is a lot of work. I have 
produced a lot on my own farm. Conse
quently it would mean farmers are not 
going to produce so many hogs as they 
would with dollar corn in sight. Then 
the goal will be about 5 million fewer 
hogs a year instead of the much higher 
number that will be produced in 1960. 

The fact that 5 million hogs are not 
produced in turn will help the entire 
beef market. That is the conclusion we 
have come to, is it not? 

Mr. JENSEN. That is right. Natur
ally, I am greatly interested in the wel
fare of the hog and cattleman because 
the district I have the honor to repre
sent is one of the largest hog producing 
and cattle feeding areas in the Nation. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. And 
the gentleman's district is also a fam
ily-sized farm district? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes; and our bill is 
purely a family-sized farm program. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. What does the gentle
man's bill do with respect to foreign im
ports of meat products? 

Mr. JENSEN. I wish we could stop 
that in. this bill, but we cannot. That 
is legislation not appropriations as the 
gentleman knows we are not a legisla
tive committee. I may say I share the 

· gentleman's concern about the great 
amount of imports shipped into this 
country which is helping to depress 

farm prices no end. I am readY to raise 
tariffs, and plenty, to protect liot only 
our farmers, but businesses and labor 
too. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has expired. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SANTANGELO]. 

Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr. Chairman, 
at the outset I wish to pay tribute to 
the chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHIT
TEN]. for his tremendous work on this 
subcommittee and for the solicitude he 
has shown to the members of the com
mittee, and especially to me, not only 
in the asking of questions in order to 
educate a city member of the commit
tee, but also to develop a program which 
will be beneficial both to the farmers 
and to the consumer. 

I also want to commend the ranking 
minority member, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. ANDERSEN], and Mr. 
MARSHALL, who have taken a city boy in 
tow in the rural electrification program, 
in the rice paddies of Asia, and in the 
pens among the hogs and the pigs and 
the cattle in Nebraska and Illinois. 
Likewise, I extend my thanks and ap
preciation to the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. NATCHER] for his continual 
assistance, and help and for the infor
mation which is basic to farm problems 
and which a city representative would 
not normally understand. 

I come to you to talk about a farm 
appropriation bill and ask you to sup
port it. I support this bill because I 
believe that it is in the interest of the 
farmer as well as in the interest of the 
consumer throughout the United States. 

As a representative from the city of 
New York, I would like to speak to city 
representatives who I know feel errone
ously that there has been a giveaway 
to the farmers and that the farmers are 
getting rich in the collection of storage 
charges of surplus grains. Insofar as 
payments for storage are concerned, let 
me state to you gentlemen from my ob
servation and study of conditions in Il
linois and in Iowa and in reading the 
various committee reports, that it is not 
the farmer who is collecting the high 
storage payments. Those who are profit
ing from the high and excessive storage 
rates which are a disgrace to this ad
ministration and to the United States 
belong to an industry whose profits have 
been so abnormally high that a new 
gang of "quick-buck" artists have en
tered into the industry. Because of our 
Government's guarantee of storage busi
ness and administrative policies which 
direct that grains be stored in commer
cial bins instead of in Government bins 
regardless of the availability of Govern
ment bins, storage costs have zoomed to 
$600 million a year. This Government 
policy must be ended. 

Perhaps in the past there have been 
some farm programs which have been 
wasteful and did not accomplish the 
desired result. When we eliminated the 
acreage reserve program, we eliminated, 
in my opinion, a very expensive and 
wasteful program. There are still some 
wasteful fann programs, but as I see 
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it, they are at a minimum. The com
mittee made some recommendations 
along these lines. 

This appropriation bill reduces the 
request of the President's budget totaling 
$4,135,263,190 by $170,481,690 and recom
mends the sum. of $3,964,781,500. The 
committee has decided not to restore the 
capital impairment of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to. the extent of $98,-
500,000. The committee has demanded 
an investigation of the storage rates, ob
tained such an investigation, and after 
the report was submitted to the commit
tee and discussion had with the Depart
ment of Agriculture, the Secretary of Ag
riculture announced that despite the op
position of the warehouse industry, that . 
it is reducing storage rates by 19 percent, 
which will thereby reduce the total cost 
of storage rates by $98,500,000. 

I would like to point out to the city 
representatives that this bill is approxi
mately $4 billion. The farmer receives · 
direct price support, which is measured 
by the amount we restore the capital of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation. The 
total amount of capital impairment 
ment which we have restored in this ap
propriation ·bill amounts to $1,226,500,-
000, which is the direct support which 
the farmers receive in one form or an
other. The remaining sum contained in 
this appropriation bill is spent for bene
fits which are mixed. Benefits which not 
only the farmer, but also the city worker 
and friendly foreigners receive. 

The mixed benefits can be classified in 
four categories. One is the improvement 
and protection of the public health, such 
as the inspection of meat and poultry, 
where we have appropriated $21,562,000 
for meat inspection and $500;000 more 
than last year for poultry inspection. 
We have, furthermore, the school lunch 
program with its direct appropriation of 
$110 million in cash and $45 milllion by 
transfer of funds from section 32, in ad
dition to transfer of surplus foods. We 
also have, as you know, the special milk 
program, costing $75 milllion, which goes 
to many people on public assistance, and 
we have donations of food supply to 
needy folk. 

A second category is the improvement 
of international relations and in defense, 
such as donations to needy people 
abroad, emergency famine relief, S!:!-les 
for foreign currency and bartered ma
terials for stockpiles, such as wheat to 
Brazil in exchange for thorium and rare 
earths. While we must restore the capi
tal impairment of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation for these items, and these 
items are listed in the report as reim
bursement for special activities totaling 
$1,443,634,000, we recognize that these 
expenditures serve the farmer indirectly 
and serve our international policy what
ever that might be. 

A third category of mixed benefits to 
our farmer and other economic segments 
of our population is the improvement 
of marketing systems, such as marketing 
inspections and freight rate service, 
which in this bill amounts to $43,143,000. 

A fourth is the improvement in con
servation of our Nation's natural re.: 
sources, our land, in the prevention of 

floods, in agricultural conservation, and 
in technical assistance in conserving 
land under the soil conservation pro
gram. These programs, you will note 
in the committee report, cost $143,-
132,000. 

Members of the House, these are mixed 
benefits. They benefit not o:rily the 
farmer, whose total gross income last 
year has once again fallen, but also 
benefits our city people, our schoolchil
dren, our welfare recipients, and, yes, 
even some of our senior citizens. They 
also benefit the friendly foreigners whose 
support we seek, by our mutual security 
program, and by these programs. We, 
from the cities, must not therefore con
clude that this farm appropriation bill 
is a one-way street. Our interests, eco
nomic and national, are intertwined, 
and inasmuch as I deplore the attitude 
of the city Representatives that price 
supports are giveaways to the farmer, 
I deplore the attitude of the farm Rep
resentatives and rural Representatives 
that funds for housing and depressed 
areas are socialistic and giveaways. We, 
in the cities and in the farm belt, have 
a common concern in preserving our 
national resources whether it be in the 
form of preservation of farms or in the 
protection of our water supplies. We 
have a common interest in aiding our 
people in the depressed areas of the 
country and our people who reside in 
the big cities, 

We kpow from experience that if the 
farmer suffers and cannot sell his crops 
or commodities, he loses the purchasing 
power which is so necessary for him to 
buy the equipment to work his farm and 
to buy the machinery which the manu
facturers of New Jersey, Connecticut, 
and Pennsylvania produce. We know 
that if the farmers go broke, they can
not buy the refrigerators, the televisions, 
the electrical appliances and the cloth
ing which are produced in the factories 
of New York and the mills of New Eng
land, and now in some of the garment 
factories in the Southern States along 
the Atlantic seaboard. If they do not 
have the funds to purchase these arti
cles, we, in the cities, cannot sell our 
garments, we cannot sell our appliances, 
we cannot sell our machinery, so we 
must suffer, too. 

I have made during the hearings an 
inquiry as to the extent of the connec
tion between the city residents and the 
farmers. I have been astounded to see 
how many appliances the 4,200,000 
household membership of the REA has 
purchased. I direct your attention to 
volume 4 of the hearings of this year, 
pages 95-110. These will disclose the 
extent of the connection. This pro
gram of electrification by the REA of 
our farms has generated $14 billion 
worth of private business, with the man
ufacturing companies in the industrial 
areas of our country's selling and ·the 
farmer's buying. Without such pro
gram, I wonder how many more de
pressed areas we would have like the 
district of Congressman BAILEY, of West 
Virginia, or Congressman FLooD, of 
Pennsylvania, or Congressman Kn.BtmN, 
of New York. I am certain that there 
would be many. · 

I have looked about to find out the 
r-eason for the high prices to the con
sumer to determine whether the direct 
subsidies to the farmer is causing the 
housewife and the consumer to pay a 
higher price for the food commodities. 
From my inquiry I · say that the fault 
lies not in the amount of price sup
ports or money that the farmers are 
getting, but in the distribution of our 
surpluses, in the costs which are saddled 
on the price which the farmer gets. Re
liable information indicates that the 
farmer receives only · 38 cents of the 
consumer $1. Where does the rest of 
the money. go? It goes in the cost of 
distribution, it goes in the cost of trans
portation, it goes in the cost of storage. 
I take issue with the statement of the 
spokesman of this administration that 
we, in the cities, are buying more with 
our dollar and that we have no reason 
to complain. Our dollar does not pur
chase more, when you compare what 
1 hour of factory labor can purchase 
today with what 1 hour of factory labor 
could buy years ago. I want you to re
call that the comparison does not take 
into consideration the taxes that we 
have to pay and does not take into con
siderat~on the fact that many people 
are nonfactory workers. We have our 
service trades, our nonfactory workers, 
and our senior citizens living on pen
sions who are suffering with the high 
level of consumer prices. 

Despite price supports on wheat, corn, 
and other basic commodities, the small 

· farmer must rely in a large measure on 
a nonfarm income to obtain the neces
sities of life. Farm income is low, on 
a real basis or on a comparable basis. 
Net farm income in the last 7 years has 
dropped from $14.4 billion to $11 billion. 
The consequences of low farm income 
manifest themselves in the flight from 
the farms, in the decline of small family 
farms, and in the drop of farm employ
ment to the extent of 1,374,000. The un
employed farmers swell not only the un
employment rolls in the rural areas, but 
the relief rolls in the cities. We must 
therefore, continue our aid to the farm~ 
ers of the country. 

I would like to discuss a program 
which the parents of the city have con
tact with and can see tangible results. 
I refer to the school lunch program, 
which is of vital importance to the 
school children in the cities and also to 
the schoolchildren in the rural areas. 
This bill provides for an appropriation of 
$110 million cash payments and $45 mil
lion obtained from a transfer of section 
32 funds, which as many of you know 
are the funds which are derived from 
receipts from taxes on imports. This 
composite figure of $155 million repre
sents an increase of $1,342,752 over last 
year's appropriation and is designed to 
take care of the 500,000 additional chil
dren who have enjoyed and are partici
pating in the program since last year. I 
believe that this program has accom
plished its objectives of extending the 
market for agricultural food commod
ities and to improve the health and well
being of the Nation's schoolchildren by 
providing a well balanced school lunch. 
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In the past 25 years there has been a 
tremendous expansion in school food 
services. In the immediate years ahead, 
there is likely to be further substantial 
expansion. By 1965 it is expected that 
7% million more children will be attend
ing elementary and secondary schools, 
pushing total enrollment to the almost 
unbelievable total of almost 47 million. 
As new schools are built and as old ones 
are modernized, more and more school 
facilities will be available to meet the 
growing demand for lunches at school. 
I am pleased to note that the District of 
Columbia has expanded the program 
substantially over last year. 

I am no farmer, I have no farmers in 
my district nor do I have any farms in 
my district except rock gardens and 
small backyard plots. I do not even 
represent those crabgrass weekend 
farmers of suburbia, but I do know and 
I am firmly convinced that in America 
there is an economic unity between the . 
man who toils on the farm and the 
worker who labors in industry. 

While I have been asking you to sup
port this bill, I want you to know that 
in the administration of the farm pro
gram and in its allied fields, everything 
is not going well. The storage problem 
in the United States is a national dis
grace and this administration must as
sume the blame. I have been in the corn 
fields of Dlinois, I have studied the 
storage problem in the great State ot 
Iowa where more than one-third of the 
corn is stored, I have inquired into the 
storage of wheat, and I state unequivo
cally that this administration has been 
wasteful and shamefully prodigal. We 
have Government bins which are 65 
percent utilized. We can build bins 
which would not be costly. The cost to 
the Government for the storage of a 
bushel of grain per year averages about 
6% cents per bushel. Corn has been 
stored since 1952. This administration 
has adopted a policy of storing grains 
in commercial warehouses at a cost of 
16¥2 cents per bushel per year when 
the cost to the warehousemen is 10 
cents per bushel per year and less. As 
a result of the high profits and prac
tices of the Department of Agriculture 
of this administration, men have built 
warehouses with guaranteed storage and 
have recouped their investments within 
a period of 1% ,years and thereafter 
everything is profit. These are men 
who have never been in the warehouse 
business who render no service except 
dead storage. The administration has 
announced after prodding by the com
mittee and after an investigation that it 
will reduce, commencing July 1, 1961, 
storage rates by 19 percent or 3 cents 
per bushel. In 1959 the cost is $481 
million ii) storage rates. In fiscal year 
1960 it is estimated that it is going to 
cost us $612 million. In 1961, if the 
rates are not reduced, it will cost our 
Government, through the CCC, $700 
million. 

Another major criticism is the disin
clination or the reluctance of the ad
ministration to use the moth ball fleet 
which we have in the' Astoria River in. 
the State of Washington, in the Hudson 

River· in the State .of New York, and in 
the James River in the State of Virginia. 
We have over 106 ships which can store 
·34 million tons of wheat at practically 
no cost, and yet the administration con
tinues its ill-advised policy of mairt
.taining storage in commercial ware
houses. Such a policy must and -should 
be discontinued. 

I am very pleased that the committee 
agreed with me on the need for appro
priating funds for · a soil research center 
to be located in Cornell University at 
Ithaca, N.Y. A Senate report had pre
viously recommended that a soil research 
center should be set up either in Penn
sylvania or New York. The Department 
of Agriculture notwithstanding the 
Senate recommendation and the ad
mitted need was disinclined to set up 
such facilities. The committee after 
listening to testimony from both Re
publican and Democratic representatives 
from the State of New York allocated 
$325,000 for this research center. We 
know that great benefits to the State 
of New York, the eastern area of the 
United States and to soil conservation 
will result from this appropriation. I 
am delighted to have played a role in 
seeing that a needed and beneficial pro
gram was provided for in this appro
priation bill. 

I trust that this appropriation bill 
will be approved. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield for a question; 
where did the gentleman get the :figures 
on the difference in prices between the 
amount paid for Government storage 
and the amount paid for private storage? 

Mr. SANTANGELO. There are figures 
in the record which indicate the cost to 
the Government. In addition to that, 
I have had conversations with the direc
tors of the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion as to the storage charges in Gov
ernment-owned bins. They said it cost 
6% cents per bushel per year. They also 
said that the warehouse industry indi
cated in certain circumstances the price 
goes up to about 10 cents per bushel per 
year and then goes down to about 6% 
cents. Normally the greater the storage 
the lower the unit cost. However, in the 
case of some of these big grain ware
houses, on 750,000 bushels or better, the 
price goes back to 10 cents per bushel 
per year. It does not make sense, but 
these other figures which the Depart
ment of Agriculture has obtained are the 
:figures which the warehouse industry 
has submitted in their negotiations and 
are substantially the figures which show 
that after the reduction they still have 
a spread of 3% cents over the maximum 
cost which they say they are spending 
in the storing of this grain. 

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SANTANGELO. I yield to the 
gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. AVERY. This is a very important 
matter as far as my State of Kansas is 
concerned. I know the gentleman wants 
to be absolutely fair about this when he 
points out that the differential in ware
housing cost is the difference between 16 
cents and 6 cents, but he should also 

-state that even though that 6 cents cost 
could be proven, or even 11 cents, which 
is the figure the Departzr-ent of Agri
culture furnished to me-he should rec
ognize the Government warehouse is not 
charged up with the guarantee of the 
condition of the grain, as a private ware
houseman has been. Government stor
age is not charged up with the quantity 
measurement that takes into account 

.shrinkage, which the private warehouse
man has to guarantee to the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, nor taxes paid. 
There may have been unjustified earn
ings. I am not taking the position that 
16 cents is right, but to be absolutely 
fair the gentleman should admit these 
other costs of private industry do not 
occur to the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion. 

Mr. SANTANGELO. Under the uni
form storage agreement under section 
10, there is a provision where if there is 
spoilage or a danger of deterioration 
they can ask permission to sell it and 
dispose of it so .as not to incur a loss. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SANTANGELO. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. MARSHALL. They told us that 
the spoilage of grain and corn in these 
bins is less than a fraction of 1 percent. 
So the amount of spoilage that has taken 
place in these bins is an infinitesimal 
amount. 

Mr. SANTANGELO. I agree with the 
gentleman. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SANTANGELO. I yield. 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. So that the 

RECORD may be straight, does the gentle
man agree with the figure given by the 
Department of Agriculture, that it costs 
5.1 cents per bushel for storage and you 
get less than two-thirds of a cent for 
shrinkage, so that the cost is over 6 
cents, with this item included. That 
does not include taxes, of course, be
cause the Federal Government does not 
pay taxes. But is that correct? 

Mr. SANTANGELO. I agree with the 
gentleman. 

At this point I would like to commend 
the gentleman from Iowa for the fine 
work that he did and the information he 
elicited during the hearings in Iowa, 
where he showed the trade practice that 
the Government was directing them to 
put into private warehouse. They could 
just as well have put it in the Govern
ment bid and paid the private ware
house the money for storage and thereby 
saved the matter of moving the grain. 

We have the school lunch appropria
tion, $110 million in cash and $45 mil
lion by transfer of funds to the Depart
ment of Agriculture. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SANTANGELO. I yield to my 
chairman. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I want to say to the 
membership of this House that it is in 
the American tradition for us to have 
on our Subcommittee on Agricultural 
Appropriations a member such as the 
gentleman from New York, and I mean 
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downtown New York. He is a splendid 
lawyer and a tireless worker, who is in
terested in the subject. He works un
tiringly not only in the committee but 
out in the field~ He has more energy 
than most of our members. He has 
contributed ·greatly to the considerations 
of this subcommittee and he has per
formed great services not only on the 
subcommittee but also by his under
standing of the problems of the indus
trial and clty areas. He has brought 
essential balance to this -subcommittee, 
which I think is -a tribute to the arrange
ment which put him on this subcommit
tee. The gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SANTANGELO] has done a great serv
ice on this committee, a great service; 
and I am glad to say so. 

Mr. SANTANGELO. I thank the gen
tleman. 

MT. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SANTANGELO. I yield to the 
gentleman from Dlinois. 

Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman 
comment on the question whether or not 
grain stored in any of the ships in the 
mothball fieet would ·deteriorate, being 
in ships that are in tlle water? 

Mr. SANTANGELO. The informa
tion wllich I have is that they will not 
deteriorate. Corn cannot be stored in 
the mothba:Il fieet, but we can without 
any difficulty store the wheat. The proof 
of the pudding is in the storage. They 
have about 30 -ships which are full, but 
they have 86 which are empty, and they 
will not use them. I say we should use 
those ships. They will not spoil if the 
grain is put in the mothball fleet. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. FoRD]. 

Mr. PORD. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to raise at this point some of the 
questions that I raised in the full com
mittee in reference to the report and, 
more specifically, the various charts at 
the conclusion of the report that are a 
summary of the appropriations and au
thorizations made for the current fiscal 
year, the budget estimate for fiscal 1961, 
the amount recommended in the bill for 
1961, and then a comparison of the bill 
before us with the 1960 am-ounts and 
the 1961 estimates. 

As the chairman of the subcommittee 
knows, in the full committee 'I raised a 
question or two about how the commit
tee report handled the contingency 
funds in the compilations at the conclu
sion of the written part of the report. 
As the · gentleman from Mississippi 
knows, perhaps better than anybody in 
the House, it has been -a practice for 
some time, I believe, that we have con
tingencies in this bill that are handled a 
little differently than contingencies in 
other appropriation acts. It is my 
understanding in this report on the bill 
that we have $100 million in contingen
cies for the REA l-oan authorization, $50 
million for the electrification part and 
$50 million for the teleph-one part. In 
addition there is a $40 million contin
gency in the loan authorization portion 
of the Farmers Home Administration. 

Now, as I look at the charts in the 
oommittee report I do not see those con
tingency funds, which total $140 million, 
as being included m, the tabulation. 
They are footnoted .rut the bottom of the 
various pages in the report. 

Mr. WHI'ITEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. The gentleman is 
correct. That iS the way the report is 
written. I would like to indicate, with 
the gentleman,s permission, the reason
ing .of the committee. We have carried 
this for a number of years. For in
.stance, for fiscal year 1960 we had $180 
million loan authorization for the 
Farmers Home .Administration and $20 
million in the contingency fund. Last 
year they sent us a budget recommenda
tion for $140 million. We had to in
·crease i·t because of the demand for 
loans. 

Here again the gentleman refers to 

ures inCluded the contingencies totaling 
$140 million as disclosed by footnotes 8 
and9 . 

.In consequence both the totals for 
the 2 years and the comparisons tend 
to be inconsistent in that they do not 
factually disclose the full amounts pro
vided or recommended either in the 
tabulation or the footnotes. 

Five. As a matter of fact, the argu
ment that 1960 fundswere not used can
not be wholly accurate as a statement 
until after June 30, because we are still 
in fiscal year 1960. 

Another point that I think ought to 
be discussed is this. I understand that 
in eight instances throughout the bill 
items are reappropriated out of fiscal 
1960 for utilization in fiscal 1961. For 
example, on page 6 the language is as 
follOWS': 

And any unexpended balances of funds 
transferred under this head in the next 
preceding fiscal year shall be merged with 
sueh transferred amounts. 

our conversation in the whole committee. Is there any idea from the hearings 
Now, here is our reasoning, and if the how much is involved in that instance 
:gentleman reads the report, he will un- or in .any of the other eight instances? 
derstand it, and I think anyb-ody else who Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the 
reads the report will understand it, so .gentleman that that is an emergency 
I do not think there is a problem for any- fund which is carried to meet emer
body to find out what the situation is. gency outbreaks of animal diseases and 
In our report we spell it out and in our it has saved us many times. We can
tabulations we spell it out. 1Here is the not tell in advance how much demand 
reason we do it. u· we put the amount tbere may be on it. We tried to restore 
plus the .contingency in one bill, it would the fund .so that they can have it. 
leave us where we were exceeding the The gentleman will remember the 
budget. If we put it as we have, the emergency outbreak among hogs sev
budget has to increase itself, in which eral years ago. We have had a num
case we and the budget are still together. ber of .suCh instances. Also we had the 

Now, it is a matter of opinion. I ap- foot-and-mouth disease emergency. 
preciate the gentleman,s statement, but There is no way actually to know, so 
I sa-y fiatly and unequivocally that we we cannot give exact figures. Agri
do make it .possible for them to increase culture, goodness knows, is charged wlth 
the loan authority in line with what the so much. If we charged them with 

tl · d b something last year that they did not 
gen: eman Sal • ut they can do it only use, I think it is sound to bring it for
if the Budget Bureau approves it. And, 
again, if the Budget Bureau approves it, . ward instead of counting it against botb 
th h years. Be that as it may, as bad as this 

ey ave increased the budget. So, bill is to handle, if we have handled 1't 
that is our reason. 

Mr. FORD. May I J'ust point out what satisfactory except for the points the 
gentleman has raised, I thiiik we nave 

appears to me to be certain inconsisten- done a wonderful job. 
cies in the report: Mr. FORD. I know it is a tough job 

First. In the 1960 column, under REA, and the gentleman works hard at his 
the $136 million figure does not include responsibility as chairman of the sub
the $25 million contingency amount for committee. But I think that in these 
electrification, apparently, because it was instances .where you are reappropriating 
not released by the Bureau of the Budget. 1-year funds for the next fiscal year we 

Th:e CHAffiMAN. The time of the ought to have some information as to 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. FoRD] what the amount may be. All of the 
has expired. departments, to my knowledge, do make 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield a forecast of what their unexpended, 
the gentleman 5 additional minutes. unobligated balances will be at the end 

Mr. FORD. Mr~ Chairman, I thank of the fiscal year. Is there anything in 
the gentleman from Washington. the hearings which would give us at least 

Second. On the other hand, the 1960 their estimates of wllat these totals 
REA figure of $104 million for telephone might be? 
does include the $25 ·milli-on contingency Mr. WHITTEN. The hearings will 
provided· as indicated by footnote 10, ap- disclose that. Except for this emer
parently because it was used. gency matter, we could supply the fig-

Third. In the · 1960 column under ures as to what the carry-over would be. 
Fa-rmers Home Administration the con- In the soil bank, for instance, we brought 
tingency amount of $20 million is in- forward $30 million. Last year when 
eluded in the table and totals as indi- this bill was up everybody was upset 
cated by footnote 7, apparently because because of how much money was in there 
it was used. for the soil bank. Agriculture took all 

Fourth. But-in·tbe 1961 committee bill of that wave of publicity about it. Then 
column which should represent the it deve1oped that they did not spend it. 
amounts recommended, none of the fig- If that money had lapsed, if it had not 
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been brought forward again we would 
have been charged with that this year. 
So, putting the two together, it would 
have left Agriculture in just that much 
worse shape in the public eye. So we 
thought it well to bring it forward, show-

ing that last year we did not go all the 
way with it and we will use it next year. 
We have explained it in every instance. 

Mr. FORD. I think it is true that 
when you reappropriate like this and 
you do not know exactly the amounts, it 

tends to some fiscal irresponsibility in 
the Department, particularly when they 
are 1-year funds. 

The following chart or table is included 
to explain in detail several of the points 
which I have discussed: 

Department of Agriculture appropriation bill, 1961-Revised comparative statement of appropriations fo1· 1960 and estimates and amounts 
recommended in billfor 1961 

Appropriations, 
1960 

Budget 
estimate, 

1961 

Appropriations (p. 51 committee report)------ ---- ------------------------- ------ $4,665,643,551 $4,135,263,190 
Loan authorizations (p. 52, committee report>-------- ------------------------ --- 466,000,000 367,000,000 

Recommended 
in bill 

for 1961 

$3, 964, 781, 500 
417,000,000 

Bill compared with-

1960 1961 
appropriations estimates 

-$700, 862, 051 1-$170,481,690 
-49, 000, 000 +50, 000, 000 

l-----------l------------1-----------l·-----------l----------
Subtotal, appropriations and authorizations, per report table _______ _______ _ 

Add: 
REA loan authorization' 'contingencies"--------- -- ------------------- -----
FHA loan authorization "contingency"------------------------------------- -

5, 131, 643, 551 4, 502,263, 190 

2 25,000,000 ------------------
3(20, 000, 000) ------------------

4, 381, 781, 500 -749,862,051 1-120,481,690 

100,000,000 2+75, 000,000 +too, ooo, ooo 
40,000,000 3+40, 000, 000 +40, 000, 000 

l-----------l------------l-----------l·-----------1-----------
Total, appropriations and authorizations_______________ __ __________________ 5, 156,643,551 4, 502, 263, 190 4, 521,781,500 -634, 862, 051 +19, 518,310 . 

1 Some of this committee reduction in new appropriations requested for 1961 is 
offset by reappropriation for 1961 of prior year balances that otherwise would 
revert to the Treasury. 

amounts of $100,000,000 recommended for 1961 not reflected on p. 52; true comparison 
of 1961 bill with 1960 act, +$50. 000, 000. 

2 Contingency amounts of $50,000,000 authorized for 1960 (Public Law 86-80); 
$25,000,000 for 1 program only reflected on p. 52 of committee report; contingency 

3 Contingency amount of $20,000,000 authorized for 1960 reflected on p. 52 of com
mittee report; contingency amount of $40,000,000 recommended for 1961 not reflected 
on p. 52; true comparison of 1961 bill with 1960 act, +$20,000,000. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CARNA
HAN]. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman, 
there are several items in this agricul
tural appropriations bill for 1961 about 
which I should like to speak very 
briefly. 

The first of these is the agricultural 
conservation program-a program which 
I believe to be the very backbone of this 
Nation's soil and water conservation 
effort. 

I strongly oppose any efforts to effect 
a reduction in the ACP for 1961. 

I oppose any such effort because I 
firmly believe that it would be a step 
backwards-a backward step this Nation 
cannot afford. 

Soil is this Nation's greatest natural 
resource. It is from the soil that we de
rive our essential food, fiber, and raw 
products. This soil is a part of our 
legacy. We inherited it from our fore
bears and we have a sacred obligation 
to pass it along to those who come after 
us. It must be preserved. 

Unlike most natural resources, our 
agricultural resources can be used and 
then at the same time restored and im
proved. It takes more skillful manage
ment to conserve our soil than for exam
ple it does oil, coal, or iron. Fortu
nately, though the process of conserving 
soil is a highly complex one, we do know 
how to do it, and have been doing a 
tremendous job in this field. 

Congress has since 1936 recognized its 
responsibility in this area for it has 
wisely provided funds each year for the 
ACP. The original legislation for this 
program provided $500 million; however, 
the funds authorized have varied from 
time to time and in recent years have 
been stabilized at $250 million a year. 

In my opinion, this voluntary cost
sharing type of conservation program is 
the very incentive needed to encourage 
farmers to carry. out the necessary con
servation practices on their lands. Be 
cause of the present price squeeze the 
farmer is not able to perform these 
measures if it were not for the ACP. 

Not only is it in the interest of our 
farm families now living on the farms 
but for the conservation of the soil for 
future generations, that I feel no cuts 
must be made in appropriations for this 
program. The ACP has and should 
continue to play an important and es
sential role in preserving this natural 
heritage for us. 

While records for the 1959 program 
are not yet available, it appears that 
ACP will total about the same nationally 
as in 1958. The following are some ac
complishments under the 1958 ACP 
which I feel point out significantly that 
the ACP is obtaining the maximum 
amount of conservation on the Nation's 
farms per tax dollar invested: 

ACP assisted in applying · soil and 
water conservation practices on 1,083,706 
farms and ranches. The average amount 
of assistance per farm was $200. 

ACP assisted in establishing nearly 
2% million acres of conservation cover. 
In addition to protecting the land, this 
conservation cover keeps land out of in
tensive crop production for at least 5 to 
7 years and, in some cases, permanently. 

Assisted in seeding almost 1% million 
acres of additional rotation grass or 
legume seedings for soil protection. 
This keeps the land from producing sur
plus crops for at least 2 or 3 years. 

Assisted in planting a third of a mil
lion acres of trees for forestry purposes 
which permanently retired these acres 
from field crops and pasture. 

And ACP assisted in improving 1,800,-
000 acres of grass and legume cover on 
farmland to extend its lifespan for con
servation purposes. Much of this land, 
otherwise, would likely have been shifted 
sooner to more intensive use. 

The effect of these shifts in land use 
is cumulative. The practices established 
will stay on and protect the land for 
periods ranging from the length of a 
rotation to permanently. 

Of course, grass and tree cover are 
only part of the conservation invest
ments farmers made with the ACP in 
1958. Some of the other measures es
tablished with ACP cost-sharing in-

eluded over 63,000 water storage reser
voirs and nearly 5,000 miles of water 
diversions and spreaders; 54,000 acres of 
permanent sod waterways and nearly 
856,000 acres terraced; almost a half 
million acres of stripcropping and nearly 
1% million acres of drainage for con
servation farming and 1% million acres 
of cropland tilled for temporary pro
tection against wind and water erosion. 

The need for the ACP in Missouri has 
been demonstrated repeatedly in past 
years by the response from farmers de
siring to participate in the program. 
Under the 1958 ACP in my State, more 
than 43,000 farmers received cost-shar
ing assistance through the 114 Missouri 
County ASC offices amounting to a total 
of more than $10 million which means 
they contributed at least that much 
more out of their own pockets to carry 
out these conservation measures. 

Improved grass and legume cover was 
established on 120,458 acres. 

ACP assisted in installing terraces to 
control erosion and runoff on more than 
30,000 acres and over 500 miles of diver
sion ditches and dikes to divert runoff 
were constructed. In conjunction with 
this, 709 mechanical outlets were in
stalled as protection against erosion on 
these structures. 

Drainage practices, such as open and 
closed tile drains and shaping and grad
ing, were performed on more than 157,-
000 acres to dispose of excess water. 

To improve grassland management, 
3,528 livestock reservoirs were built. 

ACP assisted farmers in establishing 
137,146 acres of vegetative cover for 
winter protection from erosion and en
couraged them to seed over 21,000 acres 
of cover to protect cropland throughout 
the crop year. 

During that year, farmers were as
sisted with the application of liming ma
terial on 408,305 acres to insure an ade
quate vegetative cover for conservation 
purposes. 

We in Missouri are proud of the steps 
farmers are taking to help conserve the 
natural resources of our Nation. How
ever, much credit must be given to the 
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ACP which encourages them to perfonn Mr. NATCHER. Mr, Chalrman, the 
the needed conservation measures on Subcommittee on AgricUlture 'Of the .A;p
their farms. propriations Committee once again 

Another aspect -of this appropriations brings to tlle floor of the H-ouse, for your 
bill -which 1s of 'J)articalar interest to me, 'approval, the annua1 '&J>.PI'DPiiation bill 
Mr. Chairman, is the grants-in-ald to for the Department'Of Agriculture. 
the .State experimental .stations. This It has been a .Pleasure .serving with 
is badly needed for forestry research, our chairman, the distingulshed gentle
soil and water conservation research, and man from Mississippi [Mr. WBIT.l'ENJ, 
research in other .fields of agricultural and the other members of this subcom
industry. · mittee. We were ably assisted by our 

Most of the appropriation for this ac- executive secretary, Mr. Ross P. Pope. 
tivity does, however, g{) to the field of For fiscal year 1961 we recommend 
iorestry .and related fields. $1,294,647_,500 for regular activities, $1,-

T.he State Legislature in Missouri last 226,500,000 for restaration of capital im
May made an al!)propriation of $80,000 pairment, $.1,443,634,000 for reimburse
lor the b1enn1um for the forest .survey~ ment for special activities, $417 million 
This work, of course_, is being carried on ·for loan authorizations under. the con
in .cooperation ·with the U.S. Forest Serv- trol and direction of the Rural Electri
ice. Recently the Director of the Agri- 1ication Administration and the Farm..; 
cultural Experiment Station approved a ..ers Home Administration, and $369,670,
new full-time research position on the · 000 for permanent authorizations. 
'Sta:ff of the school of forestry, -even For the Agriculture Rese81rch Service., 
though the increase in funds of agricul- we recommend appropriations totaling 
tural research was relatively modest far ..$il41,507_,000; .$67,934,000 of this amount 
this biennium. 'This position will be is for research; $52,011,000 ls ·for plant 
filled by a man who will devote full-time and .animal disease and pest control; 
Iese.arch in wood technology and prod- ~1,562,000 is for meat inspection. 
ucts which ls fe1t will be .a tremendous -_ToBAoco RESEARCH 

·helP to the wood..:using industries of Mis
souri. The annual cost of this position 
w.ill be .around $1J>,OOO and lt is men
tioned to indicate the support wllich the 
State 'has ,been giving to t'he resear-eh 
progr.am 1n the ·school of forestry. There 
is a need for strengthening of iorest re
search in the forestry schoo1s in order 
that these schools may be in a strong 
position to turn out better trained sci
entists for the future and ln order that 
tlle State experiment station-s may c:arry 
their]>roper Share of the researcll -activl
tles in forestry. 

I urge support of this · program by the 
Federal Government. 

Another aspect of this agriculture ap
propriations bill whlch is of concern to 
me also. .Mr. Chairman, r.elates to the 
program of plant quarantine. ~t has 
come to my attention tnat our present 
quarantine forces are so thiiily _spread 
out that we do not have adequate pro
tection. from foreign plant and animal 
pests. I 1ee1 that this program is of 
vital im,portance ln safeguarding agri
culture in thls Nation. 'If this program 
is to 'be effective, lt must form a tight 
llne of defense at all ports oi entr.y. Be
cause of the increase in tne number of 
ports, in part brought '&bout by the open
ing of the 'St. Lawrence Seaway, and 
the increase in traffic at these J>Orts, ade
quate funds are ·needed to expand this 
mueb needed J)f:oteetive facility of the 
Depa,rtment of Agriculture. 

In addition to appropriation for REA 
and RTA. other aspects ·of this :legislation 
of interest to the people "'f my district 
are the request for funds to eradicate 
brucellosis. and funds fur the school 
lunch program. Having been a public 
'8Chool '&dministr:ator :fer several -years I 
know firsthand the values of the schoo1 
-lunch program. 

M'r. WHITI'EN. Mr~ Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to 
the gentleman fr.om Kentucky [Mr. 
NueKDl .. 

The need for additional research in 
toba;cco was clearly established during 
the hearings. Less research has been 
done on the meChanization of tobacco 
production than for other major .cr:.ops 
and work methods used in tobacco pro
duction are still almost entirely manual. 
At the pr..esent time ·between 400 and 500 
hours of human Jabar are required to 
produce and harvest an acre of tobacco. 
Total farm labor requirements for the 
1,154,000-acre erop :represents equivalent 
full emplGyment ior some 1,920,000 
people for 300 8-huur days -per year. 
Tobacco is grown on a total of approxi
mately 1,154,000 acres in 22 states and 
is a major source of income ·in 8 of these 
States. Total production of tobacco ln 
1959 was ·about 1,800 million pounds 
which brought over $1, billion cash in
-come to producers. About 750.;000 farm 
families are engaged in the production 
of tobacco. The number of hGurs re
-quired to produce an acre of tobacco has 
changed very little over the past .50 years. 
Labor requirements for other major 
crops.. on the other hand.. have been 
striking1y reduced~ Tobacco taxes total 
a little over -$.2~ billion annually to the 
support of Rederal. State .. and local gov
ernments; ~1. '1 billion goes into the ..Fed
eral Treasury and thiS does not include 
indirect taxes. .Prior to the establish
ment of tne income tax .in .1913, for 
many years the second largest return to 
the Internal Revenue Bure:au :came ir.om 
the imPost oi manufactured tobacco and 
re1ated taxes. 

Prom time to time, -we :have been in
formed that we are :pricing ourselves out 
of the foreign .markets. Acc~tlng this 
View during the present session nf 'the 
'86th Congress.. we pam;ed 1LR. '966!. 
Under this legislation the parity 'P.riee 
for tobtreco was tied to the 1959 leveL 
The purpose of this biD is to prevent 
the -operation 'Of the present p&rity 
formUla from pUShing the support price 
on tobaceo beyond limits 'Which the to-

bacco industry believes to be :reasonable 
.at :present general price levels. Under 
t'he terms of this bill .. the tobacco SUJ>
])ort level fo.r 1960 will be the same .as in 
1·959 and in subsequent years the sup
port t:>rlce will be adjusted from the 1959 
level .in Llirect proportion to the change 
in the parity index, using the previous 
.3 ye.ars _mo:vlng average as a base. 

Tobacco is one of the most important 
cash crops in America. In terms of cash 
receipts from the sale of crops in the 
United States, tobacco in 1958 was ex
ceeded in value by only four cr{)ps~ 
l. Wheat-------------~--- $2., 253" 000, 000 
2. Cotton___________________ 1., 928, 000, 000 
3. Corn---------·--- 1, .4:12~ 000, 000 
4. Soy beans________________ 1, 117, OOO,j)()() 
5. Tobacco______________ 1., 007, 000, 000 
6. Sorghum grain___________ 569, 000, 000 
7. Potatoes. ____________ . 378" 000, 000 

Only recently the Common Market 
countries entered into an agreement 
which places a 30 percent ad v:alorem 
tax on our toba.eco. This tax does not 
apply to the tobacco produced in the 

,gix Common Market countries, and cer
tainly is ,not only restrictive .but is an 
unreasonillb1e tax which has for its pur
pose, complete exclusion of our tobacco 
for the next 10 years. .In addition, we 
kno;w that 60 countries in the world 
.have, during the past few year_s~ .in
creased their import duties on tobacco. 
Our own subcommittee, in its travels in 
the P..acific and Far East from October 23 
to December 10, 1959. cliscovered some of 
the problems lconfront:in.g tobacco today. 
In the report of the Agriculture Sub
committee's trip we have the followi~ 
statement.: 

We also visited "the La Suerta. 'Tobacco Co. 
in .Manila to observe manufactur-ing proc
e.sses and dt1lcuss use -of American tobacco, 
While Amerlcan tobacco 1s generally pre
ferred, tobacco manufacturers are unable to 
get all they want because or a govemment 
-program nuw in effect ~a.voring local pro
duction ot'tob:acco. 

The tobacco industry is under.g{)ing 
scientific and teChnological changes that 
.have so significantly _affected agricultur,e 
as a whole that it is now .necessary to 
step up our resear~h program for tb.is 
commodity, 

Certain increases for researeh were 
,approved from 1953 through 1959. .For 
livestoCk :and products, we approved in
cr-eases totaling $7.,894.000~ For cer..eal 
.and .forage_, increases totali~ $3,783,000 
W-ere appr.oved and for ootton and other 
fabrics., we approved increases tOtaling 
$2,150,000~ .Increases for research during 
this period of time for wool and mohair 
totaled $715.000 and ior major crops, 
.$295,000. Increases for tobaecro .re
:search from 1.953 through .1960 totaled 
Ollly $.293"'000J Increases totaling $1.-
0.15.,0.00 were approved for oU .seeds and 
$ii.OO,OOO was a.pJ)I'oved ior naval Btores. 
Nine hundred and thirt(y-eig:bt thousa.nd 
dollars in increases .for new crops "Was 
.approved and $900.,000 was approved for 
.crQP and .livestock protection. P.rom 
J..953 m ~96.0 w.e approv.ed lnereues for 
fmits, nuts, :and vegetables tota.nng 
•2 .. 045,000M Research increases for all 
otber crops during ·th'is J>eriod of time 
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totaled $478,000 and $6,102,000 was ap
proved for forestry. 

While the hearings were under way, the 
State of Kentucky, through its legisla
ture, appropriated $1 million for use in 
construction of an agricultural tobacco 
research center and in addition, appro
priated $50,000 to be used in tobacco re
search. Ordinarily, in setting up a re
search program or expanding programs, 
it becomes necessary to have a research 
laboratory building. With few excep
tions, the Federal Government must bear 
the cost of the building as well as the 
equipment and other facilities neces
sarily required for research and for a 
research center. Since I have been a 
member of the subcommittee, some 9 or 
10 laboratories have been constructed 
out of Federal funds, and, at no time 
has any State constructed a research 
center for use by the Federal Govern
ment. The laboratories constructed 
have cost the Federal Government from 
$500,000 to several million dollars each. 

Tobacco pays its own way and cer
tainly adequate funds should be appro
priated for research at this time. Our 
committee recommends an increase of 
$250,000 for tobacco research. This 
amount will be used in conjunction with 
the $1 million for the research center 
and the additional sum of $50,000 for to
bacco research mentioned above and will 
be used for planning, locating, con
structing, and equipping of appropriate 
greenhouses with humidity and tempera
ture control, and for appropriately 
equipping the special laboratories for 
tobacco research in the new center. 
Power, light, steam, and water lines and 
compressed a.ir facilities must be installed 
for the greenhouses and for outlying field 
facilities. Machinery and shop equip
ment will also be supplied for the mecha
nization studies. A headhouse will be 
constructed in connection with the 
greenhouses for use in storing soil and 
materials in greenhouse work. 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

In 1955, we decided to appropriate a 
small amount for rural development. 
This program attempts to find the means 
whereby rural families of loW\-income 
status can be assisted to raise their in
come and to enable them to enjoy a level 
of living commensurate with our Ameri
can standards. We know that our farmer 
has the right to demand a standard of 
living in keeping with the contributions 
he makes to the national economy. The 
amount expended in the rural develop
ment program has produced great bene
fits to our people. This is not a handout 
program. It is conceived as an educa
tional and technical assistance program 
where agencies and organizations band 
together in a group to serve people of a 
community, county, or area. The three 
pilot counties- in Kentucky are Butler, 
Metcalfe, and Elliott. 

BRUCELLOSIS 

During the past few months, I have 
received a great many letters from farm
ers throughout this country requesting 
that our brucellosis eradication program 
be stepped up instead of slowed down. 
The Department recommended $15 mil-

lion for the brucellosis program, and we 
have increased this amount to $19 
million. 

TRADE BARRIERS 

Along with our many problems con
cerning agriculture in this country, we 
are faced with the problem of removing 
foreign trade restrictions against our ag
ricultural commodities. It makes no dif
ference how much time we spend on 
merchandising; we are simply helpless if 
the trade policies of our friends abroad 
permit our products only limited access 
to their markets. It is imperative that 
we continue our negotiations with other 
countries seeking to obtain lower tariffs 
on our commodities. Today we face 
stronger competition abroad than at any 
time during the history of this country. 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION 

In our REA program, we now have 
about 4,590,000 consumers on REA :fi
nanced lines. We have some 1,426,000 
miles of lines throughout 47 of the States 
at the present time. About 95 ~ percent 
of the farms, ranches, and rural estab
lishments of this country have the ad
vantage of central station electric power 
and about one-half of these installations 
are served by borrowers from REA. In 
considering our REA program in the fu
ture, we must keep in mind that this 
system serves a national territory. The 
average number of consumers per mile is 
only about three and one-tenth and a 
large number of cooperatives average 
less than two consumers to a mile. Due 
to the fact that the cooperatives are op
erating in such thin territories, the 
amount of equity REA borrowers have 
accumulated is exceedingly low. Ac
cording to recent reports, 50 percent of 
the rural electric systems have less than 
20 percent equity in their facilities. The 
budget authorizations for our REA Ad
ministration total $110 million for elec
trification, and $80 million for rural 
telephone service. To each amount, we 
have added a contingency of $50 million. 

RESEARCH 

Our agricultural research program is 
one of the most important programs that 
we have today. This program must be 
geared to the problems now confronting 
American agriculture and be able to meet 
the problems in the future. A construc
tive research program should reduce 
waste and losses and improve efficiency 
of production. An adequate research 
program must also improve processing, 
marketing, and consumption. It should 
be able to develop new and improved 
crops and products and expand our mar
kets for sale of our commodities. An 
adequate research program provides im
proved nutrition and better living for 
rural and urban people. We must ex
pand our agricultural research program 
in order to meet the objectives which I 
have just enumerated. It is a recognized 
fact that the research facilities of the 
Department of Agriculture and of the 
State agricultural experiment stations 
are overcrowded and the majority need 
modernization at the present time. We 
must have modern, up-to-date facilities 
in order to meet the agricultural re
search needs confronting us today. In 

addition to buildings required for re
search laboratories, we must also have 
the necessary personnel, properly 
trained and skilled in the sciences to 
carry on our research program. Today, 
we must compete with private industry 
to obtain the necessary scientists to carry 
out our research program. Certainly 
second-rate scientists should not be a 
part of our research program and, there
fore, we must be prepared to compete 
with private industry for skilled person
nel in this program. It is true that our 
agricultural research funds have in
creased over the years, but the results 
justify the amounts expended. 
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE AND CORPS OF ENGI

NEERS' CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM 

Twenty-five years ago we started our 
national soil and water conservation pro
gram. This program has had a tre
mendous impact upon American agri
culture, and in my opinion it will be 
just as important in the year 1970 as 
it is at the present time. We have 
enough good land left in this country to 
keep us prosperous and well fed if we 
conserve and improve it. Today, we 
have more than 2,900 organized soil 
conservation districts. Soil conserva
tion districts, which began 25 years ago 
as merely an experiment in local self
government, have demonstrated their · 
value and now include 95 percent of the 
Nation's farms and ranches. Our peo
ple generally support our soil and water 
conservation program. This program 
has accomplished a great deal and mil
lions of acres which were decreasing in 
value as a result of erosion have been 
restored to productive capacity. Many 
sections of our country which were here
tofore subject to :flood damage now are 
free from that danger. The provision 
for local conservation districts with 
local control and direction is the best 
way to achieve maximum results in con
servation. We have every reason to be 
proud of our soil and water conserva
tion program. This service is one of the 
great achievements of our present-day 
Government. Soil conservation means 
as much to my home State as to any 
State in the Union, and our soil con
servation program, together with our 
Corps of Engineers, :flood control, and 
navigation projects are producing re
sults in Kentucky. Our farmers are 
remaining on the farms and, for the first 
time in a number of years, Kentucky 
will show an increase in population. We 
have 122 soil conservation districts in 
120 counties in Kentucky with over 
86,000 farms participating in this pro
gram. Conservation problems become 
more complex as population growth and 
technology brings about intensive uses 
and competition for our land and water. 
The estimates submitted by the Depart
ment of Agriculture for conservation 
operations totaled $82,882,000 and we 
recommend an increase of $250,000, 
making a total of $83,132,000. We rec
ommend $32 million for watershed pro
tection instead of the budget request of 
$27,750,000. For flood prevention, we 
recommend $18 million instead of the 
amount requested by the Department of 
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Agriculture of $15 million. For our Soil 
Conservation Service, we make recom
mendations totaling -$143,132,000 which 
is an increase of $7,500,000 over the 
amount requested by the Department 
of Agriculture. 

This year will be the 137th year that 
Congress has appropriated funds for the 
Corps of Engineers' civil works program. 
Flood control, as we know it today, 
started in 1924 when Congress appro
priated $75,000 for the removal of snags 
in the Ohio River. In 1928 Congress au
thorized a flood control project in the 
Mississippi River Valley. The flood con
trol program began on a nationwide 
basis in 1936 when Congress passed the 
first major Flood Control Act: 

In 1824 Congress gave the Corps of 
Engineers responsibility for developing a 
system of roads, canals, and waterways. 
At this time the big problem was trans
portation, and the Corps of Engineers 
concentrated on making our inland wa
terways and inland and coastal harbors 
usable. Floods became of great concern 
as each year the towns and cities suf
fered loss of lives and heavy property 
damage. If, at this time, we had had a 
good constructive soil conservation pro
gram underway we would not have ex
perienced this difficulty. 

Today we have completed 525 flood 
control projects and we have 2,800 active 
Corps of Engineers projects. In addi
tion, we have 1,565 miles of embank
ments along the main stem of the Mis
sissippi. We have 23,000 miles of im
proved waterways and 500 harbors in 
this country today. The Great Lakes 
navigation system, the St. Lawrence Sea
way, the Mississippi River and the Ohio 
River are only a few of the main inland 
waterways. 

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM 

Our greatest asset is our schoolchil
dren. We recommend $110 million for 
fiscal year 1961 and, in addition, we 
recommend the transfer of $45 million 
from section 32 funds to be used to pur
chase meats and other foods necessary 
for our schoolchildren's lunches. This 
will provide a minimum of $155 million 
for fiscal year 1961. According to tes
timony received by our committee, this 
program served an average of over 10.7 
million schoolchildren during the 1959 
school year, and with 30 percent of the 
Nation's 39,480,000 schoolchildren pro
vided with noonday meals. 

EXTENSION SERVICE 

Our extension service has been of great 
benefit to the American farmer and 
especially so in the State of Kentucky. 
Funds appropriated for this program are 
used to supplement funds appropriated 
by State, county, and local · governments 
for the employment of county agents, 
home demonstration agents, 4-H agents, 
and State specialists who, in turn, bring 
into force additional programs of the 
Department of Agriculture. The exten
sion agents and the entire service in 
Kentucky is composed of dedicated peo
ple who are rendering a great service. 
We have succeeded in securing salary in
creases for our extension agents in Ken
tucky during the past 3 years and every 

effort will be made to see that our exten
sion agents are provided with adequate 
salaries. We recommend a total of $66,-
335,000 for our extension service. · 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Chairman, each year 4% million 
farm operators decide what to produce 
on the Nation's 400 million acres of crop 
land and 700 million acres of pasture. 
We know that our rural people must 
make many adjustments in order to keep 
their operations on a sound foundation. 
Today, more than at any time in the 
past, the business of farming demands 
the application of the most recent de
velopments in science. We must keep in 
mind that agriculture is an industry that 
changes rapidly. Such changes create 
new problems for our farmers. 

Our committee recommends this bill 
to the Members of the House. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I feel con
strained to make certain comments in 
connection with H.R. 12117, the agricul
ture appropriation bill. 

As my colleagues well know I have been 
strongly opposed to the present farm 
subsidy bill and indeed have been forth
right in speaking against Government 
acreage and price controls which con
stitute in my opinion the costliest failure 
in our domestic history. 

I expect later on to vote against this 
appropriation bill as I have voted against 
agricultural bills in the past as a per
sonal protest against the present pro
gram. How anyone can justify spending 
approximately $4 billion per annum on 
the farm fiasco is beyond my compre
hension. 

Certainly President Eisenhower was 
never more right than when he stated 
recently that in no domestic area do we 
have a more obvious need for corrective 
action than in agriculture. 

Let me hasten to say that it is the 
farmers who have the chief source of 
complaint. They are the ones who suf
fer under the existing Federal program. 
I think they have a right to look to the 
Congress for corrective action. 

Briefly I want to discuss various pro
posals to effect relief. I point up fre
quently the distressing fact that Govern
ment surpluses, even after the huge re
cent transactions for wheat disposal un
der Public Law 480, will represent a cost 
to the taxpayer of more than $9 billion 
with an annual storage charge in excess 
of $1 million a day. But in all honesty I 
must say the Farm Bureau has been 
practical in recommending a plan to 
move away from controls--rather than 
to abruptly terminate the program. I 
will go along with that general policy. 

James Patton, the president of the 
National Farmers' Union, however, a 
month or so ago offered his solution. I 
absolutely abhor his suggestion, which 
was to license farmers. He suggested 
each licensed farmer should pay 2 per
cent yearly of the proceeds of his mar
keting to the farm organization of his 
choice--the Grange, Farmers' Union, or 
Farm Bureau-with the money going to 
promote sales and educate nonfarmers 
at home and abroad about the role of 
the farmer. 

· I wonder how the nonfarmer under 
such brainwashing would end up. But 
as for the sponsor of . this plan, Mr. Pat
ton was consistent because he said he 
favored a major shift of support for 
schools from local to the Federal level. 
He is for a Federal system. 

We have many suggested solutions that 
go in the same direction as Mr. Patton 
would have us go, but not so far. 

One is the program which I understand 
is favored by two of the Democratic can
didates for the Presidential nomination. 
Under it a cartel or sort of central co
operative would be set up to control 
prices. The poor consumer I fear would 
assume an awful burden under such a 
monopolistic plan. 

Personally, I think Congress should 
concentrate right now on a solution of 
the wheat situation because it is the most 
pressing. 

Legislation of that nature has been 
introduced. It has been described as a 
new wheat marketing act. My colleagues 
·from the wheat-producing areas of 
Washington State, WALT HORAN and 
CATHERINE MAY, are among those WhO 
sponsor this plan and they tell me it is 
both realistic and constructive. Under 
this wheat bill a national estimate of 
primary use would be established by the 
Secretary of Agriculture-then each 
State would be given an acreage allot
ment. Only wheat for human consump
tion would be regulated. Seventy-five
percent parity would be set as the price 
support level for the annual require
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am for restoring our 
farmers to a free enterprise basis and a 
returning to the law of supply and de
mand. Granted such action must be by 
degrees to stabilize the economy. 

In the interim the provisions of the 
Horan-May and other bipartisan spon
sored wheat marketing bills, it seems to 
me, would be helpful and a step in the 
direction which ultimately I hope will 
come. 

Meanwhile, this legislation would re
duce the cost of the program to the tax
payers; start an orderly reduction of the 
Government-held surplus . and assure 
against disastrously low income levels 
to the wheat producers. 

I hope the House Committee on Agri
culture will not report out legislation 
just to invite a political veto. 

Instead, let the House consider a bill 
which has a chance of being enacted 
into law. I will support corrective 
transitional farm legislation similar to 
the Horan-May plan because my able 
colleagues have convinced me of the 
merit of their idea until such time as 
consumption and supply ar.e in closer 
balance. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. 'Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Missouri [MrS. SULLIVAN]. 

QUESTIONS ON POULTRY INSPECTION 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
asked the chairman of the subcommit
tee for this time in order to obtain 
answers to several questions which occur 
to me about this appropriation bill and 
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its accompanying report, which I think 
will be of great interest to every house
wife. 

First of all, on poultry inspection, may 
I ask if the additional $500,000 provided 
in the bill for poultry inspection will 
permit the continuous inspection be
ginning July 1, as required under the 
Poultry Inspection Act, of food items 
processed from poultry? It is my 
understanding from the officials of the 
Department that an additional $1 mil
lion over the current year's appropria
tion would be required for this neces
sary function, and I have seen other 
figures showL"1g it would cost anywhere 
from $500,000 to $1 million more. 
Therefore, the question which I have 
very strongly in mind is whether the 
extra $500,000 provided in this bill will 
be enough to allow the Poultry Divi
sion to place inspectors on a continuing 
basis in all 300 plants now temporarily 
exempt from inspection because of a 
shortage of trained inspectors but 
which, under the law, must have their 
products continually inspected be
ginning with the coming July 1, and at 
Government expense. 

Mr. WHITI'EN. May I say to the 
gentlewoman, it is my personal judg
ment that what is involved is what we 
might interpret continuous inspection to 
be. The committee tried to investigate 
fully this whole matter. It is to some 
degree between the Department and the 
processors as to protecting public 
health. In no instance have the in
spectors in the 200 plants found any
thing injurious to the public health, but 
the processors in turn could use the 
stamp of the Department as part of 
their advertising. In fact, 200 out of 
the 300 do that. They definitely would 
like to shift the burden of that cost to 
the Government. The other third would 
like the Government to give them the 
inspection free so that they would be on 
equal terms with the others. 

The Department feels, as I under
stand it from their testimony, that 
having the little plants continuously in
spected is not necessary to protect the 
public health, but they in turn refuse 
to give the stamp unless they do that in
spection. What we do is say to the De
partment, ''We are giving you that much 
money. Inspect them to the fullest de
gree to protect public health, but when 
you do it, go ahead and issue the 
stamp." 

We thought that was a fair solution. 
of the problem instead of meeting it head 
on. Whether you have to repeal the law 
by providing that no funds shall be used, 
or whether you have a lot of inspections 
to get the stamp, so far as the testimony 
is concerned, we thought that this was 
the best solution we could think of, and 
we hope we are right. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will be patient with me 
the law says all processing plants in in
terstate commerce must have inspection. 
About 300 have been temporarily ex
empted, but beginning July 1 that ex
emption expires. Now will he please ex
plain the somewhat confusing, technical 
language on pag_e 17, beginning .o.n line 2, 

dealing with the poultry inspection pro
gram. Does that language change exist- . 
ing law so far as the requirements of 
the Poultry Products Inspection Act are 
concerned? If it does not change the 
law, why put this language in the bill? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Frankly, I would 
take it that it changes the law by giving 
the Department some say-so about what 
inspection is necessary to protect the 
public health. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. If it does change 
the law, as I also believe it does, is it 
proper for the Committee on Appropria
tions to change the requirements laid 
down for poultry inspection under legis
lation drafted by the legislative commit
tee on agriculture, and enacted by Con
gress several years ago? 

Mr. WHITTEN. If we ask for a rule 
and they grant it, we would have the 
privilege of changing it if we saw fit to 
do so. But, this is, frankly, subject to 
a point of order. We think it is better 
than nothing and this is the best we can 
do. So we have not tried to override 
anybody, but we do think it is the best 
solution that we could think of. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. The law says that 
all poultry moving in interstate com
merce should be inspected, including 
products made from poultry. This lan
guage in the bill on page 17, "Provided, 
That the Department is hereby author
ized and directed to make such inspec
tion of poultry products processing 
plants as it deems essential to the pro
tection of public health and to permit 
the use of appropriate ilispection labels 
where it determines from such inspec
tion that such plants operate in a man
ner which protects the public health, 
and not less than $500,000 shall be 
available for this purpose," seems to say 
it would now be up to the Secretary in 
his discretion to decide which processed 
products are to be inspected, and under 
what circumstances the Department 
should assign inspectors to such proces
sors, and also permits, apparently, some 
substitute seal to be used to attest to 
the wholesomeness of poultry which has 
not actually been inspected. 

Mr. WffiTTEN. If the gentlewoman 
will yield to me, I must say I have never 
been a stickler about jurisdiction. We 
have so many problems here that if 
somebody were to handle some of them, 
I certainly would not object. The De
partment cannot determine which prod
ucts are to be inspected, but they can 
determine what inspection is necessary 
to protect the public health. But when 
a legislative committee says that the 
Committee on Appropriations must ap
propriate, it looks to me as if some other 
group has probably stepped a little far. 
I think they should inspect, but I think 
it should be for the protection of public 
health and not for the stamp. But if 
they say that they have inspected this 
plant fully and adequately to protect 
the public health, I do not think they 
should be permitted to withhold. the 
stamp. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. The point I wanted 
to call attention to is this: If it is to be 
only a spot inspection program in plants 
making poultry pies, poultry soupg and 

other products containing poultry, and · 
yet anything that goes through that · 
processing plant would carry a seal of · 
wholesomeness, then I think we are mis- , 
leading the housewife in allowing that 
seal to be on the product indicating that 
it has been inspected when it probably 
has not been inspected. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I do not know where 
we should end this. But they have been 
inspecting 200 plants and they have not 
found anything that would injure the 
public health and according to the let
ters that have been sent to me, they say 
that they pay for it because they want to 
use the stamp because it is a matter ot 
advertising. I do think if the gentle
woman would go along with this, we 
can work with this and see if we can re
solve the situation. Again I say, only 
one objection and out it would go. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN: But under the law, 
all these 300 exempted plants will have 
to be inspected beginning July 1, will 
they not? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Unless the other body 
should put in a statement that, not
withstanding the legislation, no part of 
these funds can be used for such inspec
tion. Then the law would be repealed. 
We do not want to do that. We try to 
resolve it by saying that they must in
spect, but the inspection must be for the 
purpose of protecting the public health, 
and when you do inspect, to say so. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I thank my col
league very much for his frank answers. 
It is clear to me that the language in 
the proviso in question on page 17 re
laxes the strict requirements of the 
Poultry Products Inspection Act inso
far as that act now requires the in
spection of all poultry and poultry prod
ucts in interstate commerce. The act 
permitted temporary exemption of some 
plants from the inspection requirements 
for the convenience of the Government, 
because it was not considered feasible to 
provide inspectors at the start of 1959 
for every plant in the country subject 
to the act. There was a shortage of 
trained personnel in this field. 

So the act as originally passed allowed 
this temporary exemption for 18 months 
of plants for which inspectors were not 
available. The Secretary choose to use 
this administrative authority to exempt 
from compulsory inspection all plants 
doing further processing of poultry into 
poultry products like soups, pies, and so 
forth, on the assumption that he would 
need all the trained inspectors available 
in January 1959 just to cover all of the 
slaughtering plants. 

The exemptions for the further proc
essing plants expire on July 1. The Sec
retary has asked Congress to amend the 
law so that he can continue to exempt 
such plants. Congress has not done so. 
In the meantime, many of these further 
processors-200 out of about 300 ex
empted plants-have felt it was so im
portant to have their products inspected 
for wholesomeness by the Federal Gov
ernment that they have paid out of 
their own funds to have their products 
continuously inspected under a volun
tary inspection program operated by the 
Department. Under the law, however, 
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they are entitled to the same kind of 
free inspection the slaughtering plants 
receive. 

This bill provides an additional $500,-
000 to the poultry division to provide in
spection at plants processing poultry 
products but the language of the pro
viso on page 17 gives the Secretary dis
cretionary powers he would not other
wise possess after July 1 to exempt par
ticular plants from inspection. As I 
understand it, the proviso would permit 
a spot check inspection program, with a 
seal attesting to the wholesomeness of 
poultry products not produced under 
continuous inspection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Missouri [Mrs. SULLI
VAN] has expired. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. MAR
SHALL]. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, few 
committees of the Congress spend so 
many long hours together as do our ap
propriations subcommittees. This is a 
natural consequence of the responsibility 
imposed upon us to examine not only 
every budget request but also the manner 
in which these funds have been and are 
being administered. 

The work is long and arduous but it 
is rewarding because of the great oppor
tunities it presents for lasting service and 
because of the associations developed in 
our day-to-day efforts. It is a privilege 
to work with such distinguished Members 
of Congress as JAMIE L . WHITTEN, of Mis
sissippi; WILLIAM H. NATCHER, of Ken
tucky; ALFRED E. SANTANGELO, of New 
York; H. CARL ANDERSEN, of Minnesota; 
WALT HORAN, of Washington; and ROBERT 
H. MICHEL, of Illinois. 

TRIBUTE TO CHAIRMAN 

Every year I serve on the subcomittee, 
I become more and more impressed with 
the ability of our chairman; JAMIE WHIT
TEN is an able and conscientious repre
sentative of his district and the State of 
Mississippi but he is genuinely interested 
in the problems of all farmers everywhere 
in our country. The friendly and cour
teous atmosphere in which we work is 
built upon the mutual respect members 
of the subcommittee have for each oth
er's problems and viewpoints. We do not 
always agree on what is best in every 
situation but we do agree that our com
mon goal is a healthy and prosperous 
agriculture sharing in our Nation's 
growth and progress. 

FARM TROUBLES REMEMBERED 

That agriculture is in trouble today 
is too painfully apparent to need docu
mentation. It should not be necessary 
to review in detail that part of our agri
cultural history which is remembered so 
clearly by every farmer who lived 
through it. I am speaking of the twen
ties and early thirties when failing farm 
prices, forced sales, farm foreclosures, 
bank failures, and dark depression forced 
a mighty Nation to its knees. 

We fought our way back to the great
est ·productive effort the world has ever 
known. it should not be necessary to 
review the basic agricultural laws which 

made this recovery and growth possible
parity payments and loans, soil conser
vation and good farm management, di
version of surPlus production into foreign 
and domestic channels, crop insurance, 
and credit. 
NINETEEN HUNDRED AND FIFTIES PROMISED HOPE 

We entered the decade of the fifties 
with high hope and reasonable expecta
tion that we would continue to go for
ward. Instead, we face the sixties with 
confusion and frustration. What has 
happened to us? 

If past is prolog, it is worth our 
while to briefly consider the events and 
policies that went before. In so doing, 
we can penetrate som-e of the fantastic 
theories and new myths under which the 
realities of recent history have been 
buried. 

NEED REALISTIC APPROACH 

It is true that the farm problem has 
many facets and it is as complex as mod
ern agriculture itself. Other segments 
of the economy are complex and face 
immense problems. Seldom, however, do 
we witness the pessimism that has gained 
thought among some agricultural "ex
perts" in the mistaken notion that no 
solution is possible. What we need to do 
is look at our problems as realistically 
and with the same hardheaded candor 
practiced by other segments of our econ
omy. 

My own recollections go back to the 
beginnings of what has become the mod
ern technological revolution in agricul
ture. As 'a small boy, I accompanied 
my father, then the first county agent 
in Minnesota, on some of his field trips. 
I heard him discuss crop rotation with 
the farmers in an area where the prin
cipal cash crop was wheat. I heard him 
discuss the need for growing a cultivated 
crop like corn and the advantage of put
ting land into legumes to restore humus 
to the soil. This impressed upon me the 
importance of technical know-how in 
farming operations. 

GAS ENGINE AND TRACTOR 

Better farm management, better dis
ease control, and the beginning of mech
anization expanded total farm output 
and released still other acres for the pro
duction of marketable crops. The de
velopment of the gasoline engine and the 
tractor together with the improvement 
of management practices created a new 
capacity. 

The demand for production during 
World War I hastened the expansion to 
meet the needs of the world market cut 
off from other producing countries. We 
were prepared for the challenge and met 
it. When the war ended, the level of 
prices received by farmers plunged 43 
percent between 1919 and 19~1. 

FARM CONFERENCE OF 1922 

The general scare and heated protests 
finally led President Harding to call a 
national conference on the farm problem 
in 1922. This was the first such meeting 
in history and one of its recommenda
tions directed the Congress and the Pres
ident to "take steps immediately to re
establish a fair exchange value for all 
farm products with that .of other com-

modities.'' It also suggested to ·farm 
organizations that they survey world 
supply-and-demand factors and "pro
pose measures for proper limitation of 
acreage in particular crops." 

The price drop eventually led to gen
eral income consequences, but for the 
farmer the effect was immediate and 
disastrous. No matter where he 
turned, no matter what alternative he 
chose, he was always the victim of lower 
prices and lower income. This meant a 
lower standard of living for himself and 
his family. It meant neglect of health 
and education and neglect of the farm 
itself. 

PRICE OF UNWILLINGNESS 

Those who still today say that govern
ment has no place in the economic af
fairs of the farmer might well study the 
economics of the twenties. As then, we 
can now try to solve the farm problem 
by an unwillingness to face facts but 
we must expect to reap the same con
sequences. 

Who benefited from the unwillingness 
to act and the unconcern of the twen
ties? Consumers? A man walking the 
streets out of work does not benefit from 
low prices. Merchants? There were 
so many merchants with so much money 
on the books that any profit in opera
tions was wiped out by bad paper. Did 
it help the banks? Look at the foreclo
sures of that period. I repeat, who bene
fited from the farm depression of the 
twenties? 

M ' NARY-HAUGEN BILLS VETOED 

When the pressures building up for 
action finally led to efforts by Congress to 
intervene with the McNary-Haugen bills 
of 1927 and 1928, Calvin Coolidge twice 
vetoed them. Despite the shortcomings 
evident to us today and their short
sighted view of workable trade relation
ships, the bills did represent an attempt 
to act. 

FARM BOARD FAILURE 

The precedent of nonintervention was 
finally broken in the Agricultural Mar
keting Act of 1929 which created a Fed
eral Farm Board to stabilize the prices 
of farm products by buying when sup
plies were excessive and selling when 
shortages existed. In 3 years, despite the 
sincerity of effort, three-fourths of its 
$500 million appropriation was lost. In 
the face of the most devastating depres
sion of all time, that action was too little 
and too late. Prophetically, the Board 
ended operations with a warning that 
withholding supplies from the market 
alone could not stabilize prices unless ac
companied by production control. 

To make matters worse, the enact
ment of the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act 
totally ignored the importance of a sound 
trade relationship and ruined what for
eign markets we had left. Its proponents 
chose to ignore the fact that we came 
out of World War I a creditor nation 
and we needed the two-way street of 
trade to maintain vital markets for the 
a;bundance of our production. 

DISTRESS SPREADS ACROSS NATION 

Agriculture was left to flounder while 
the depression deepened and the rest of 
the economy tasted the distress already 

• 
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.so familiar to farmers. No one who lived 
'through that period needs to be remind:. 
ed of the suffering and 'fear that terror-
ized the nation. . . 

Sickened by callous inaction in the 
face . of such overwhelming poverty, the 
American people swept the Republican 
Administration out of office with a de
mand for bold, new action. 

SUPREME COURT KILLS HOPE 

Congress passed the Agricultural Ad
justment Act in the spring of 1933 in an 
effort to establish and maintain a 
"balance between 'the production and 
consumption of agricultural commod
ities." Using benefit payments as an in
ducement to control surplus production, 
the program was later augmented by 
marketing quotas for specified crops. 
When the Supreme Court nullified the 
regulation of production and the process
ing tax which helped to support the pro
gram in its decision of January 6, 1936, 
many farmers feared that the only re
maining hope had been knocked out from 
under them. 

NINETEEN HUNDRED AND THIRTY-SIX ACT 
OUTLINES PURPOSE 

But within a year Congress responded 
with the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act of 1936 which provided 
means of controlling production and 
provided incentives for conservation of 
our soil by proper plowing, contouring, 
and crop rotation. Its preamble best 
states the new spirit of hope: 

SEc. 7. (a) It is hereby declared to be the 
policy of this Act also to secure, and the 
purposes of this Act shall also include, (1) 
preservation and improvement of soil fer
tility; (2) promotion of the economic use 
and conservation of land; (3) diminution of 
exploitation and wasteful and unscientific 
use of national soil resources; (4) the 
protection of rivers and harbors against 
the results of soil erosiOJl in aid of main
taining the navigability of waters and water 
courses and in aid of flood control; and (5) 
reestablishment, at as rapid a rate as 
the Secretary of Agriculture determines 
to be practicable and in the general public 
interest, of the ratio between the purchasing 
power of the net income per person on farms 
and that of the income per person not on 
farms that prevailed during the five-year pe
riod August 1909 to July 1914, inclusive, as 
determined from statistics available in the 
United States Department of Agriculture, and 
the maintenance of such ratio. The powers 
conferred under sections 7 to 14 inclusive, 
of this Act shall be used to assist voluntary 
action calculated to effectuate the purposes 
specified in this section. Such powers shall 
not be used t6 discourage the production of 
supplies of foods and fibers sufficient to 
maintain normal domestic human consump
tion as determined by the Secretary from 
the records of domestic human consumption 
in the years 1920 to 1929, inclusive, taking 
into consideration increased population, 
quantities of any . commodity that were 
forced into domestic consumption by decline 
in exports during such period, current trends 
in domestic consumption and exports of 
particular commodities, and the quantities 
of substitutes available for domestic con
sumption within any general class of food 
commodities. In carrying out the purposes 
of this section due regard shall be given 
to the maintenance of a continuous and 
stable supply of agricultUral commodities 
adequate to meet consumer demand at prices 
fair to both producers and consumers. 

NINETEEN HUNDRED AND THmTY-EIGHT ACT 
BROADENS PROGRAMS 

To strengthen and broaden the exist
ing programs, the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act of 1938 was enacted; the basic 
legislation responsible for the great 
strides in Amelican agriculture. 

It carried forward the principles of the 
Soil Conservation Act of 1935 in en
couraging good management of the Na
tion's soil resources-not only, or even 
primarily, for the benefit of farmers but 
for the direct benefit of all future gen
erations dependent upon soil for food 
and raw materials. 

TOOLS TO BALANCE PRODUCTION 

Loans, marketing quotas, and parity 
payments were provided as the necessary 
tools to enable the farmer to bring his 
production into closer balance with de
mand without complete and total col
lapse of income. For the first time, 
farmers themselves were called upon to 
administer their own programs on the 
basis of their own experience and to meet 
their own realistic needs. 

Surplus production was diverted into 
domestic and foreign channels and pro
grams to develop new uses for agricul
tural products were pushed forward. 

As a further stabilizing effort, the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation was 
created to provide insurance against loss 
of crops. By 1942, one-fourth of all 
wheat farmers were taking advantage of 
this program. 

REA SPEEDS MECHANIZATION 

Another major contribution to the re
covery and expansion of agriculture was 
in the making. Tomorrow we will ob
serve the 25th anniversary of the crea
tion of the Rural Electrification Admin
istration by Executive order of President 
Roosevelt on May 11, 1935. Its modest 
beginnings did not foretell the great role 
it was to play in the continuing agricul
tural revolution. 

It brought light to the rural home and 
with it the means of further mechaniza
tion in farm operations. By the end of 
1936, almost 100 loans were approved 
and we had laid the basis for the labor
saving devices which enabled farmwork
ers to increase their output during the 
help shortage of the war years ahead. 

The Nation has never seen a finer ex
ample of cooperation. Farmers worked 
with and through their Government to 
help ea_ch other help themselves. 

MET CHALLENGE OF WORLD WAR II 

Our agricultural plant was prepared 
for the great emergencies of World War 
II. Our stockpiles were a godsend to the 
entire free world and our farms were 
geared for the maximum output. The 
labor shortage was met with increased 
mechanization and production efficiency 
made its most spectacular gains. Once 
again American farmers were ready for 
the challenge and met it. Now some are 
saying they met it too well. This grisly 
bit of erroneous hindsight is unworthy 
of comment. 

The world was grateful for our pre
paredness as the great breadbasket of 
democracy. 

Technological advance with its in
-crease in production efficiency was a sign 
to be welcomed rather than feared. We 
emerged from World War II and the 
Korean conflict with a greatly expanded 
potential to be turned to good or evil. 
We still had within our means the tools 
for a return to orderly production and 
.wise use of our resources to meet imme
diate world needs while protecting our 
future capacity. Never was the oppor
tunity so great. 

END OF DISCREDITED POLICIES? 

We thought we were done once and for 
all with the discarded and discredited 
policies of unhappier days . . We thought 
these were forever forgotten in the dis
mal files of failure. It seemed unbe
lievable that anyone could consciously 
slip into the errors that could only result 
in a repetition of the sad history I have 
briefly recounted here. 

I say to you frankly, Mr. Chairman, we 
failed to anticipate the unaccountable 
stupidity, at worst, or the incredible 
naivete, at best, of the men to whom we 
entrusted the opportunity that was ours. 

DREAMING WITH EISENHOWER 

In this, the twilight of the Eisenhower 
administration, the American farmer 
cannot help but ponder over the 7¥2 
years which promised a bright dream 
that now seems to be only another night
mare. 

If he is a corn farmer, he can recall 
how confidently he approached a new 
day at a time when all seemed well. At 
the plowing matches at Kasson, Minn., 
he had heard a great general who was a 
candidate for President promise: 

And here, and now, without any "ifs" or 
"buts," ·I say to you that I stand behind
and the Republican Party stands behind
the price-support laws now on the books. 
This includes the amendment ·to the Basic 
Farm Act, passed by votes of both parties in 
Congress, to continue through 1954 the price 
supports on basic commodities at 90 percent 
of parity. 

PLEDGES REPUBLICAN PARTY 

Whatever misgivings this farmer may 
have had when he recalled the disastrous 
farm policies of the Hoover administra
tion were quickly dismissed by this new 
candidate. In Brookings, S. Oak., he 
spoke not only for himself but for his 
party when he said: 

The Republican Party is pledged to the 
sustaining of the 90-percent parity price sup
port and it is pledged even more than that 
to helping the farmer obtain his full parity, 
100 percent of parity, with the guarantee in 
price supports of 90. 

SECRETARY OFFERS ASSURANCES 

It seemed a great day on the farm, a 
bright and cloudless day without threat 
of impending storm. The farmer could 
relax with his family in the satisfaction 
of a hard day's labor done. The sunset 
promised a peaceful night and a glorious 
tomorrow. 

Any doubts about the new Secretary 
of Agriculture seemed to be dispelled 
when he said firmly in St. Paul: 

Our agricultural policy should aim to ob
tain -in the marketplace full parity prices of 
farm products and parity incomes for farm 
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people that farmer.s will have freedom to 
operate emclently and to adjust their pro
duction to changing consumer demands in 
an expanding economy. 

GOLDEN PROMISES DISTURBED 

Surely these golden promises would 
mean a bright, new day for agriculture. 
The farm programs that had helped him 
to pull himself up from the mires of de
pression would not only be continued 
but they would be improved. With his 
son home from Korea, the farmer could 
look forward to a peaceful world of grow
ing markets that could only mean pros
perity for his family and well-being for 
the Nation. 

This was a time to sleep well and en
joy the dream of better things yet to 
come. A new voice interrupted this 
fantasy with a warning that the postwar 
level of prosperity in agriculture was "a 
dream world, and no one expected it to 
last." It came from Don Paarlberg, one 
of the chief architects of the new farm 
policy, in a speech at West Millbury, 
Mass. 

FARMER RELUCTANT TO DOUBT 

Our corn farmer drove the troubled 
thought from his mind. The gains made 
on his farm were real gains and certainly 
no one would seriously suggest a re
turn to the dog-eat-dog economics that 
fed the farm depression. He re
membered burning corn in his stoves be
cause it was cheaper than coal. Here
membered the neighbor who hauled 100 
bushels of oats 10 miles to town to get $8 
to buy Christmas presents for his chil
dren. He saw fat cattle sold on the 
market at South St. Paul for 3% cents a 
pound. He recalled the human suffer
ing and reassured himself that the mis
takes of which it was born would never 
again be repeated. Not when the future 
promised so much. 

In the cool light of morning, the un
easiness returns with the echoed warn
ing of the Secretary of Agriculture that 
"every young man requires the spur of 
insecurity to force him to do. his best." 

MORE CORN SEEMS ANSWER 

He has lived with insecurity before 
and knows the sick fear it engenders. He 
is restless as the hopes and dreams of 
the night seem to dim in the cold light 
of the day. He has been told to "raise 
his sights beyond the dollar sign, beyond 
material things," but he knows that he 
must go on with the work of the day 
to feed his family and pay his bills. 

He is told that he is now free to make 
his own decisions without socialistic con
trols and regimentation. Listening to a 
morning radio program, he learns that . 
he may be able to receive a corn loan 
even if he does not stay within his al
lotment. Of course, he will receive less 
for his corn but he can make up the in
come by planting more corn since pro
duction no longer seems to be a problem. 
So he goes out to his fields to plant more 
corn and notices that his neighbors are 
doing the same. 

With the prospect of more corn, he 
decides to keep a few more brood sows. 
Hog prices go down but he is told that 
he no longer needs to bother with the 
corn allotment. With acreage unlim
ited, he decides to plow up the clover 

and legumes. He abandons crop rota
tion in order to expand his production. 

UNIT TIMES PRICE EQUALS INCOME 

After all, unit times price equals in
come. With prices down, he needs to 
grow more to meet the steady increase 
in operating costs and taxes. A bushel 
of corn buys less so the only hope is more 
bushels of corn. His neighbors, too, find 
themselves on the same treadmill. 

Clouds are appearing on the horizon 
as our farmer's day draws to a close. 
The hope of better education and health 
care for his children is .a vanishing 
dream. As the surplus piles up around 
him, his debts increase and his standard 
of living declines. What began as a day 
of promise is now darkened by the men
acing storm clouds of an uncertain 
night. 

WHAT DID PRESIDENT SAY? 

And what does he hear from those who 
held out the golden promise? The an
swers had seemed too simple to them 
but now there is only confusion and un
certainty. At a Washington press con
ference, the President says: 

Now, if there were any kind of reasonable 
plan that . connected with other features of 
the thing they could bring something about 
that seemed reasonable and fair to the farm
ers, well, I would be glad to look at it and, 
because as I say, if it looks reasonable to me, 
I will approve it because I am just to this 
point-! know that we are in a bad fix, the 
farmers are, and I have had correspondence 
recently with some of my farmer friends be
cause, individuals, to get statistics. 

What does it mean? 
With 83,000 employees in the Depart

ment of Agriculture, why is the Presi
dent writing to · his ufarmer friends" to 
get statistics about the ~'bad fix" we are 
in? 

THE DREAM IS ENDED 

This is the troubled state of mind the 
corn farmer finds himself in after his day 
with Eisenhower. 

All of this, of course, did not haopen 
in a day. But the analogy of the bright 
day of promise ending with storm clouds 
all around is a valid one. 

Our job now is to help the President 
understand how it happened. The ex
perience has been too painful to be for
gotten. To prevent the impending 
storm, we need to control the causes. We 
can do this only if we know the causes 
and recognize them. 

HOW DID IT HAPPEN? 

Using corn as our example, let us see 
what happened first to prices, then pro
duction, and finally to the whole farm 
economy. 

When this administration assumed of
fice, com was supported at 90 percent of 
parity. During the previous year, the 
price of corn averaged 95 percent of 
parity. Prices were still holding good 
during the early winter of 1953. 

There was no reason to expect .change 
except for the good. The corn producer 
had every reason to believe that he could 
safety fall into a dreamlike state with 
nothing but prosperity to trouble him 
in the years ahead. 

CORN PRICES HELD IN 1953 

In 1953, the level of price support at 
90 percent of parity for corn was $1.60 

a bushel. There were no. acreage ·allot
ments that year and the· average price 
received by farmers for the 1953 crop 
was $1.51 a bushel. 

In his farm message of January 1954 
the President urged flexible supports for 
com at modernized-or lowered-parity 
levels. He recommended a decrease of 
1 percent in support price for each 1 
percent increase in supply and asked for 
acreage allotments. For other grains, 
he simply asked flexible supports to be 
fixed by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

COMPLIANCE DECREASES 

Corn marketing quotas were repealed 
in the act of 1954 without having been 
used. Price support at 90 percent of 
parity was continued through 1954 with 
a drop to 85 percent provided for 1955. 

Acreage allotments for 1954 we-re fixed 
at 46 million acres but farmers grew 5.4 
million acres. The decrease in com
pliance was already being attributed to 
the threat of flexible supports in 1955. 
The Secretary of Agriculture merely 
said: 

There were certain factors that tended to 
reduce compliance, I believe. 

He did not elaborate further in his 
testimony before our subcommittee in 
1955. 

PRODUCTION UP; PRICES DOWN 

While allotments were cut back for 
1955, corn production again increased 
as the rate of compliance decreased un
der pressure of the drop in support 
prices and in the market price. 

The coming trouble was evidencing it
self in 1956. This was the first year of 
transitional parity, the first year of a 
price support to noncooperating farm
ers in the commercial corn area, and a 
substantially higher price support to 
producers in the noncommercial corn 
areas. 

SUPPORT UP; PARITY DOWN 

In February 1956, the Secretary of· 
Agriculture announced a price support 
based on transitional parity of $1.40 per 
bushel to growers keeping within allot. 
ments. By mid-April it was increased 
to $1.50, which amounted to 86.2 percent 
of transitional parity. 

An average price support of $1.25 was 
offered to noncooperating farmers in 
the commercial area. This amounted to 
71.8 percent of transitional parity. 

The final rate to cooperators re
mained $1.50 but by fall it represented 
84.3 percent of parity. 

NONCOMMERCIAL SUPPORTS 

The final 1956 rate to growers in the 
noncommercial com areas was also 
jacked up-to $1.24. The 1956 act pro
vided that noncommercial areas must 
get at least 82% percent of the rate to 
cooperators as calculated on a national 
basis. Previously, the noncommercial 
area rate was 75 percent of the commer
cial area rate. The new language lasted 
for only two crops, 1956 and 1957. 

A referendum of com producers in the 
commercial area was provided by the 
1956 act to determine whether they fa
vored the old acreage allotment and 
price support program or a soil-bank 
corn base of 51 million acres. Under the 
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latter plan, a grower could get support 
with 15 percent of his acres in the soil 
bank. Supports were to be at the level 
the Secretary determined would assist 
growers in marketing com in normal 
channels of trade without encouraging 
uneconomic production of corn. 

SECRETARY'S PLAN VOTED DOWN 

Secretary Benson announced in No
vember that the support price under his 
plan would be $1.31 a bushel, if it carried. 
If it did not carry, the minimum support 
to growers in the commercial area would 
be $1.36 a bushel. No assurance was 
given that price supports would be avail
able to noncooperators. 

The Secretary's plan failed to receive 
the necessary majority. 

In 1957, the Secretary announced that 
support to cooperators in the commercial 
area would be $1.40 a bushel-parity had 
increased enough to raise it 4 cents-and 
support to noncooperators in the com
mercial area was to be $1.10. Corn in the 
noncommercial area would be supported 
at $1.27. These rates remained for that 
season. 

SUPPORT NONCOMMERCIAL, NONCOMPLIANCE 

In the spring of 1958, Secretary Ben
son announced the minimum 1958 sup
port at $1.36 a bushel to compliers in the 
commercial area. That fall he an
nounced that the support would be made 
available for the third successive year 
on noncompliance corn in the commer
cial area at an average rate of $1.06 a 
bushel. Support in the noncommercial 
area went back to the old level based on 
75 percent of the commercial area rate. 

The act of 1958 set the pattern for 1959 
and 1960. A referendum was scheduled 
for December to give commercial farmers 
a choice between the old program or 
elimination of the commercial area and 
allotments and price support at 90 per
cent of the average price received during 
the previous 3 years. Congress insisted 
on a minimum support of 65 percent. 

SUPPORT HITS MINIMUM 

This time ·the referendum carried. 
Support was $1.12 a bushel to all pro
ducers. This was 90 percent of the pre
vious 3-year average price. 

In Januray 1960 the Secretary an
nounced com support for this year at 
$1.06 a bushel. This is the minimum-
65 percent of parity. 

What is the result? Corn production 
climbed to 3.8 billion bushels in 1958 and 

· then to 4.3 billion bushels in 1959, and 
another 5- to 10-percent increase for 
this year. 

SUPPORT DOWN; PRODUCTION UP 

·with reasonable supports and allot
ments removed the 21-percent increase 
in com production could have been an
ticipated by the Secretary if he had re
viewed past experience. Following is a 
table showing the level of price support 
and the level of production in recent 
years: 
TABLE 1.-Support price on corn, corn pro

auction, 1953-59 

Crop year 

1953. - -- - ------ --- - -- -
1954. --------- - - -- -- - -
1955.--- - - ------------
1956.- - ---- - -- -- - - --- -
1957--- - - - - ------- -- - -
1958.- -- - ----- ----- ---
1959.-- - - - - ---- -- - ----

Compliance 

Support 
price 

$1. 60 
1. 62 
1. 58 
1.50 
1.40 
1. 36 
1.12 

Percent 
support 
price is 

of parity 

(1) 

90 
90 
87 
84 
77 
77 

Corn pro
duction 

Thousan d 
bushels 
3, 209,896 
3,057,891 
3,229, 743 
3,455,283 
3,422,331 
3,800, 863 
4, 361, 170 

1 90 percent of $1.25, average price received by farmers 
in calendar year, 1956-58. 

Source: H earings, D epartment of Agricult ure appro
priations bill, 1961, p t. 3, pp. 193, 313. 

The end result of the administration's 
determined effort to lower supports on 
corn and corn prices is a growing ac
cumulation of corn supplies. This causes 
yet other serious problems which I pro
pose to discuss. The carryover stocks 
are expensive to store and hang as a con
stant threat over the livestock market. 
In add~tion, the farmer scrambling to 
save himself from total collapse is di
verting lands from conservation uses in 
order to obtain the production he needs 
for subsistence. 

At the end of the 1951-52 marketing 
year, the corn carryover was 486 million 
bushels. The carryover at the end of 
the 1959-60 marketing year is expected 
to be 2 billion bushels. 

CARRYOVER PILES UP 

Except for oats, the other grains show 
a similar trend but nowhere is the in
crease in carryover more dramatic than 
it is in the case of corn. 

The following table compares the 
carryover of specified grains for the 
marketing years 1951-52, 1952-53, and 
1959-60: 
TABLE 2.-Carryover of specified agricultural 

commodities at the end oj the 1951-52 
ana 1952-53 marketing years ana estimated 
carryover at the end of the 1959-60 mar
keting year 

[In millions] 

Est i- E sti-

Commodity 
Date of Carry- m ated mated 
carry- over at carry- carry
over end of over at over at 

1951- 52 end of end of 
1952-53 195!Hi0 1 

- ----- - 1---------
Wheat_ __ busbels __ July 1 
Corn ___ ___ __ do ____ Oct. 1 
Rye ___ ___ ___ do __ __ July 1 
Oats _________ do __ _____ do ____ _ 
B arley __ ____ do _______ do ___ _ _ 

256 
486 
3. 9 
283 

73 

560 1,350 
700 2,000 

4 10 
225 200 

50 160 

1 Est imated carryover at the end of 195!Hi0 marketing 
year is based partly on expected disappearance and ex
ports for the rem ainder of the marketing season. The 
carryover actually realized at the end of the current sea
son may vary moderately from these estimates depending 
on trends in consumption and exports during the rest of 
the season. 

Source: Hearings, Department of Agriculture appro
priat ion bill, 1961, pt. 3, p. 280. 

Corn and feed grains today make up 
the No. 1 agricultural problem of this 
country and we have not yet felt its full 
force. The brunt of the storage problem 
will be delayed 2 years and more because 
much of the corn will be held on 
farms under ever-normal-granary loans. 
These are loans made on the current 
year's crop and include extensions of 
loans made on the previous year's crop. 

Reseal programs for price-support 
loans on 1959-crop farm-stored grains 
have been announced on com, barley, 
wheat, and grain sorghums. In addition, 
price-support reseal loans already in 
effect on the 1958 grain sorghums, 
wheat, corn, barley and oats, 1957 wheat 
and corn, and 1956 corn can be extended 
by producers for another year. 

CARRYOVER BECOMES SURPLUS 

From past experience, we know that 
reasonable stockpiles are necessary both 
from the standpoint of stabilization and 
emergency situations. We are reaching 
the point, however, that some of the 
carryover is actual surplus production. 
It is this production which hangs as a 
constant threat over the market. The 
following table describes the current sit
uation both in terms of desirable carry
over and surplus carryover: 

T A B L E 3.- l ndicated surplus in carryover stocks for 1960 

[In millions of bushels] 

Estimated supply-disposition, 1959-60 

Desirable Surplus 
Total Utilization, 1959-60 Ending carryover 1 carryover 

Commodity Beginning Production supplies stocks, in19601 
stocks, 1959 (including 1960 

imports) Domestic Exports Total 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Wheat •• ----.----------------------------- 1,279 1,128 2, 415 625 465 1,090 1,325 500 825 
Corn ••• ----- ---------------···------------ 1,530 4,361 5,892 3, 702 240 3,942 1,950 800 1,150 
Grain sorghums ••••••••••••••••• •••••••••• 510 579 1,090 405 110 515 575 50 525 
Barley • • ---------------------------------- 195 420 635 360 115 475 160 100 60 
Soybeans ••••• ----------------------------- 62 538 600 435 125 560 40 40 --------------
Oats •• • • --- ----------------.-------------- 368 1,074 1,445 1,208 37 1, 245 200 200 -------------4 
Rye ••• _ •• ---------------------------- ----- 13 21 38 24 5 29 9 5 
Flaxseed ••••• --- -------------------------- 15 22 37 26 7 33 4 5 -1 

t There are no official figures for desirable earryover or surplus carryover stocks. Source: Hearings, Department of Agriculture appropriation bill, 19Gl, pt. 3, p. 753. 
However, under existing conditions at home and abroad_, desirable carryover stocks 
should be approximately in line with the amounts shown nere. 
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The increase in Commodity Credit 
stocks as a result of the increasing car
ryover inevitab1y results in an increase 
in storage costs. These, again, are costs 
charged to the American farmer in al-

most every discussion of the subject but 
from which hereceiveslittledirectbenefit. 

STORAGE 00STS MOUNT 

For example,. the July 1, 1959, corn in
ventory of 1,043,676,000 bushels resulted 

TABLE 4 

in a storage cost of $133,541,000 for fis
cal year 195'9. The following table 
shows the inventory for each year a.nd 
the cost of storage: 

Quantity of price-support corn in inventory at beginning of fiscal year and total storage costs 1·ecorded du1·ing fi.scal years 1951 through 1955 

[AU figures In thousands] 

inven- Storage i Inven- Storage Inven- . Storage · Inven- Storage ' Inven- •-~ rnv-Commodity Unit of measure tory July , cost fiscal tory July cost fiscal tory July cost fiscal tory July cost fiscal tory .July cost fis . tory July 
1, 1950 year 1951 1, 1951 year 1952 1, 19.52 , y.ear 1953 1, 1953 year 1954 1, 1954 year 1955 . 1, 1955 

corn ________________________________ 
BusheL----------- 332,460 $30,577 413,423 $28, 2ffl I 313,895 $19,584 228, 029 $44, 284 ' 364,939 $53, '626 580, 724 . 

Quantity of price support corn in inventory at beginning and end of fiscal year and total storage costs recorded during fiscal years 1956 
· through 1959 

[AJI figures In thousands] 

· Inventory, · Storage Inventory, Storage Inventory, Storage fuvm-·p,'~ Inventory, 
Commodity 'Unit of measure July1, 1955 cost, fiscal July1, 1956 cost, fiscal July1.1957 coot, fiscal July 1, 11158 cost, fiscal July1, 1959 

year 1956 year 1957 

Corn. __ --------------------------- BusheL------------·-·- 580,724 $71, 532 702,121 $116,659 ' 

Source: Hearings, Department of Agriculture appropriations bill, 1961, pt. 3, pp. 484, 486. 

CORN RATES CL!IMB. 

The tremendous increase in costs is 
not accounted for solely by the great in
crease in inventories. The rate paid per 
bushel has also increased steadily under 
the storage agreements. Increased costs 
of labor and material have undoubtedly 
attributed to the increase. The follow
ing table shows the change in rates for 
corn, which increased from 13.25 cents 
per bushel in 1952 to 18.89 cents in 1959: 
TABLE 5.-AnnuaZ storage rates paid per 

bushel of corn in commercial storage 
Year: Bate 

July 1, 1951, to May 31, 1952 ____ $0. 1325 
June 1-30, 1952----------------- • 1590 
July 1, 1952, to June 30, 1953___ . 1590 
July 1, 1953, to May 31, 1954------ . 1050 
June 1-80, 1954----------------- • 1824 
July 1, 1954, to June 30, 1955------ • 1824 
July 1, 1955, to May 31, 1956______ . 1824 
June 1, 1956, to June 30~ 1957----- . 1889 
July 1, 1957, to June 80, 1958______ . 1'889 
JUly 1, 1958, to Dec. 81, 1959---- . 1889 

Source: Department of Agriculture ap-
propriations blll hearings, 1961, pt. 8, p. 
377. 

·overa-ll storage and handling costs for 
all commodities increased from $73.3 
million in fiscal year 1952 to $481.7 mil
lion in fiscal year 1959. It is appropriate 
to note at this point that net income to 
the farmer dropped 24 percent during 
the same period. Estimated storage 
charges for fiscal year 1960 are $612 mil
lion and they .are expected to be over 
$700 million for 1961 unless something is 
done to correct the situation. 

As I have said, increased costs have 
undoubtedly made some increases nec
essary. Our subcommittee has watched 
developments closely, however, and there 
are questionable practices which have 
contributed to this situation. 

EXAMPLE C. WASTE 

In 1955, for example, over 16 million 
bushels of corn were moved from the 

Midwest to the west coast at a cost to 
the ~Government of over $8 million, even 
though vacant space remained at the 
locations from which it was shipped. 

In other instances, we learned that 
storage charges paid to some warehouses 
from 1'957 to 1959 were sufficiently high 
to aUow operators to recover their in
vestment in buildings and equipment 
in 2 years. 

In some cases usable Government bins 
were leased by Commodity Credit Cor
poration to private persons and were re
rented for storage of Government-owned 
grain. 

INEFFICIENCY CHARGED TO FARMER 

No one will condone such practices as 
the "efficient and effective" conduct of 
business which is required by the charter 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Farmers themselves are the first to 
suffer from ·costly and ineffective pro
grams which only create new problems 
without solving those already at hand. 

The problem has meaning for a State 
like .mine, Minnesota, m which farmers 
receive 74.5 percent of their income from 
livestock and livestock products and .25.5 
percent from crops. Minnesota farmers 
are familiar with the agricultural adage 
that cheap feed means cheap livestock. 
This has been hammered home to them 
by experience. 

STOCKS HANG OVER MARKET 

Farmers who depend upon livestock 
and livestock products as a major source 
of income have a right to be uneasy 
about the mounting stocks of feed grains. 
Those who produce cattle, hogs, dairy 
products, and eggs may well be con
cerned if such stocks can be made avail
able at any moment to others wbo could 
convert them into livestock and live
stock products. In the .Past 2 years we 
have seen tbe warning signs in the vio
ient fluctuations in feed prices because 
of these available feed stocks. 

year 1958 year 1959 

803,256 $139,978 1, 028, 032 $133, 541 1,043,676 

The following table relates corn pro
ductions and the number of hogs raised 
from 1952 through 1959: 
TABLE 6.-Corn production, number ot pigs 

raised,1952-59 

Year 

1952 .• -----------------~---
1953 __________ ~ ------------
1954 ________ ~-----------
1955 ___ -------------------1956 _____________________ _ 

1957-----------.------------1958 ______________________ _ 

1959.----------------------

Com pro
duction 

T'IID'u.8and 
btU hell 
3,291, 994 
3,209,896 
3,057,891 
3,229, 743 
3,455, 283 
3,422,331 
3,800,863 ' 
4,361,170 ' 

Pigs 
raised 

Thomand 
head 

88,829 
77,914 
86,830 
9_5, 719 
89,572 
87,960 
94,499 
101,~36 

Source; Hearings, Department of Agriculture appro
priations bill, 1961, pt. 3, p. 313. 

What this means to agriculture in dol
lars and c·ents can readily be seen in the 
average prices received by farmers for 
these products. On November 1, 1952, 
the average price received for com was 
$1.49. By January 15, 1960, it had 
dropped to 98 cents a bushel. 

HOG PRICES DROP 

Farmers received an average of $17.65 
per hundredweight for hogs on Novem
ber 1, 1952. The average price per hun
dredweight on January . 15, 1960, was 
$12.10. 

The same pattern is repeated for · 
other feed grains, as well as for most of 
the commodities sold by farmers. This 
is evidence enough that the tremendous 
expenditures of this administration on 
what it calls farm programs have only 
contributed to one failure after another. 
Farmers may well question the motives 
of those who charge them with such 
great costs from whic.h they bene1lt so 
little. 

FJD:D l"RICBS fJTILii DECLINYNO 

That lower itv:estock and poultry prices 
tend to further depress grain prices 
is evident from the recent issue of the 
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F'eed Situatfon, a bimontllly• puolicatibn 
of tne" Agricultural Ma--rketing service. 
The Apl'ii 1960 report says:· 

Big feed grain. supplies.. lower average 
prices for Iivestoolt" and poultry, and refluced 
demand foJL commercially prepared. feedS} es~ 
pecially poultry and hogo feeds, ha~e: 'J')en 
bearish !a.ctora in the market. Feed. grain 
prices have- made lemr than their normal sea..
sonal r1s:e since last falL. In mid-March the 
index of pric.es received by farmers !Or feed 
grains was 4. percent below a year earner. 
The inderof wholesale prices of high-protein 
feed averaged· 8 percent lower- in March th1s 
year than lastr 

MANAGEMENT, C'ONSERVATION SUFFER' 

The consequences do not end. here. 
When more production is needed to 
maintain a bar.e. subsis.tence income. be
cause of lower prices, both farm man
agement and. soiL conservation. suffer. 

Some will say we hacl the. soil bank 
with its. acieag_e. reserve. ana cons.ena..
tion reserve~. Tliis~. they try to. teli us, 
not only controlled production but c:on
served soil. My answer is tfiat you do 
not bring production into balance witli 
demand by setting aside all of the mar
ginal land in. the, country. Ve:ny littre 
liigh productive. Iand has gone into the 
soil bank as it was administered.. In my 
own State of Minnesotat-we planteq more 
acres: of corn when the. acreage: reserve 
was in operation than we: dicl without itr. 

Corn acreage. planted jumped :from 
'14,513,000' acres· in 1958 to 85,530,000 
acres in 1959. In Minnesota;, dUring 
this periO<f. alf'alfa acreage dropped 25,
ooo· acres and~ all nay planted was down 
almost 86,000 acres. The: harvested 
acreage. of a:ll hay in the United States 
dropped from '15,360,aoo acres in. l9li'4 
to 69,40.4,oon acres. m 1959 .. During the 
corresponding period, all nay. in Minne
sota dropped by 5.00,0.00 oo:tes.. · 

HA~ A:CR&\GE DECLillllm., 

The following- table, supplied fn our 
hearings: at my. request, , tells its own 
story about the trend fn Minnesota and 
the Nation. in. the :first year the. new pro
gram on com was in effect. 

T..mi:llr' 7r 
[Imthousands] . 

1958 

. 11 Acre; P.rodua--
· ag_e 

1
, tion 

(acres) (tons) 

--
Minnesota: I• Alfalfa and alfhlfa 

m:ix: for. hay---
All hay----· 

Uitite<i States~ 

j 2,253 
3,5011 

., 91i7 
6,663 

Alfalfa ami a1fillf 
mix for ha~---- . 29~864 67,247 

All hay------------ 73,004 121,819 

1959 

I• Acre- Erndrrc-
age. tiorr 

(acres) (tons) 

-----

2,230 

~= 3,382 

I 

28,740 64,739 
69,404 112, 71J4 

Source: Crop prod'uction, 1959 annual summary 
(AMS). 

Hearings, Department of Agricufture appropriations 
bill, 1961, pt. 3, p. 547. 

Tllere is no intent to imply' that the 
result is already disastrous. An unfor
tunate trencf nas been established, how
ever, and it bean watching by all who 
are· conc-erned in promoting sound con
servatiorr practices. It is another trend 
reversed and we can only hope it does 
not have the same meaning we have 
witnessed in some of the other- reversals 
'We' have examined today. 

INCOME ESSENTIAL TO CONSERVATION 

When farmer.s. are driven to abandon 
soil and water conseFvatfon practices in 
a desperate. effort. to. preserve a bare 
level of existence, the whole Nation will 
inevitably: suffer. Technology has pro
Yided· the tools of. conservation but a 
reasonable and stable income is one of 
the. ess.entials to: proper use of these tools. 

Corn is a ready example of what is 
happening to one o! our most important 
crops. For the past decade the value 
of our corn production has been at or 
above the.. $4o billion mark. 11L is gro.wn 
on more acres than any other crop with 
the exception of pasture- land. 

CORN IS A li!AJOl{ CROP 

Corn produces more than two-thirds 
of a hog, more than one-third of a 
cfiicken. It prouuces 13 percent of a 
beef steer and' about 8 percent of. a qrrart 
of. milk. 'I'he Department at Agriculture 

experts have toUI us that 1,000 bushels 
of com is equivalent to enough meat, 
milR:, and eggs- ta supply- one person with 
food energy for' 2U years. 

'l'fie- basiC: uses of corn are foo<f !or 
marr arrd feed for livestocR but it has 
huncfrecfs of other uses~ Products made 
from corn are in tlie f>ooks we read, the 
p-aper we write on, tne rugs on our floor. 
Corn is us-ed in tile: mines, in tile steel 
plants, in the-- cbemfcai factories, in ex-
piosives, in textiles ... and in the airplanes 
tltat fiy overhead. 

Flrst .. and foremost, however; corn re
mains a basic food crop and wnat hap
pens to it and the-other feed grains.. has 
consequence for all of American agricui.:.. 
ture. 

COR'N FAILURE IS: SYMBOl; 

What has= happened to cor.n in. the 
agricultural economy iS just one example 
of the Eisenhower administration's Iack 
o understandin-g• and cynical disregard 
of farm facts How else could it fall to 
profit from the. experience of" the. Hoover 
administration's Farm Board? 

The com program approved and 
adopted by Secretary Benson is as inept 

. and wasteful as anything we have Wit
nessed since the failure of the Farm 
Board: What causes us most concern is 
that the worst is yet to come. If the 
Nation's agriculture--livestock, poultry, 
and. crop producers--can continue to 
operate under this. legacy of chaos it will 
indeed be a miracle. 

THIS IS T:Hii: RECORD 

The sorry reeord of the consequences 
these policies have had for' all agricui
ture does- notr need to b:e discussed her.e 
in all of its dismal and discouraging de
tan: The Secretary o:f Agriculture him
self has done this for· us in a table which 
he supplied for the record of our hear
ings. It is a comparison of the averag-e 
prices reeeived by farmers in the Umted 
S.tates· on Novembel! 1., 1952", on January 
15', 1953.", and January 15, 1g6lJ. Mr. 
Chairman. sad to say., it speaks for ft
self:.. 

TABLE" 8.-Average prices received. by farmers for fann products,. Unifed States 

Commu"dlty and unitl IJ Kstfinatelf, Esttmated, Estimated, 
Na.v. 1,, 1~ Jan. 15,. 1953.• J.an. 15, 1960, 

Commodltyand unit Estimated, Estima~ Estimated, 
Nov. r, I9s2u Jan: 15, 1968 Jan. rs, 1960 

' 
Wheat, per onshel~ ----------------11 $2.10 $2. IO I! $1. 78' ~~:J~; E: ~::(·.-======~======~=- . $I. 5lf $T.15' n.oo·. 
Rye, ~er busheL __________________ 1. 76 . 1.65 .925 1.92 

t: 
2. 86" 1. 36 

Rice. rough), pPr Il.undledweight ______ 5:92' 6.43 I• 4. 77 Hogs, per liundredweiglit ____________ 17.65 17.80 !" 12. ro G1om, per busheL.. ___________ 1.49 1.48 1: .979' Beef cattle, per hun'dredweight ___________ 2f.65 19.70 i 2lf.30 Oats, ~r bushel:. ________________ .1YI6 .8.21. .-685 ,
1 
Veal calves, per.h~dredweiglit _______ 23 •• 70 23.40 2LOO. Barley, per linslieL ___________________ 1.42 I.37 ~848 Sheep, per hundre.dweight ________ 7.49. 8.40 5. 74-

Sorghum:grain, per hundredwetg_lit.._ ____ · Z:M 2..7A .53 Lambs, per hundredweiglit ____________ 21. 5fi. 20.30 17.80 Hay, all baled, ,pe~: ton:. _______ 25.8) 26.40 22;..20. Butter.fat, in crelml, per'Il<Jund. _ ---~- • 729 .683 . .rm 
Clotton, American-U"Itfimd, per gound __ _ .354L. .2979" ..293': Allmilk, wholesale, per. hundredweight.,_ 5.30 ·~89 L3it 
Cotton, Ameriean-EgYRtian, pel'-puunli __ 1.08 IdllJ .531 Milk, retml, per quart&> __________________ .213' .2!1 .217' Cottonseed, pez: ttm ______________ ·10 • .2li 65.30 3.9.tllL I•AITchiakerur, live, per:pound--------1: oe2li3 • 268:· .. 16111 
Soybean, per busheL_ _______ 2. 7 2. o9 2..01 Turkeys, live, D&. ~d--------------- .333. ~· -21121 PeanutS, ~r pound'.. ______________ j .1TI. 100 .101 Eggsi per dozen ___________________ ..511" - -iM • .290 Flaxseed, J)el""bllilhei:..... ________ 

1 
a! 'Toll 3!7.(f 31:2' Woo , per "QOund:.----------------- · .50I • 510. .~ Potatoes,. pm: bushel ___________ ai40 2.06' 2.10. 

i; Sw~tpotatbes; per busheL _____________ 3:02: 3.06 li a: 51 INDEX NV'MBERS. (19l.Q-l.C=100) II Beans, dry edible, Pl!l1huml:te.d.weightt.. __ S:oi8 8.4}[ 7.00 >i 
Peas.,~ field, per.hurufredweighL __ 5: 'Z8 6.09 

II 
3. 92 P.rices received. from· farmers.----- 280."• ~~ ~ 231' ..A:pJlles, perbusheL ___________________ "2'. 77 3 . .21 2..14 Parity index---------------------1: 282 I !ifiJ9 

Grapefruit; pertlklr~''-------------- 1.01~ ~83- ,95· Parity;rattro _________________________ w~ . sus· 11 

a Sofd l:jy-farmers-dlrectly to consumm~. 
g()uroe: AgriCUltnral Marlretlng.B'ervlce;..MM: 2JJ,.l.ll&f.. 
Hearing~~] Departmen of Acrfcmlture appropri&tiimlf'tiearJDp, 1961, p~ 3, v ... 271. 
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If ever there was a time for a change, 
it is now. Continuation of the present 
policies must ultimately force the Amer
ican farmer into a tightly regulated and 
regimented system of agriculture or into 
economic peonage. This has been the 
fate of a depressed agriculture in almost 
every civilized nation in the world. The 
consequences will not be su1fered only 
by those who till the soil but by the 
entire Nation. When farmers are forced 
by a cost-price squeeze to destroy their 
soil resources, the entire Nation and its 
future generations are impoverished. 

AGRICULTURE IS BASIC INDUSTRY 

Despite the disregard in which it is 
held by this administration, agriculture 
is still the most important single indus
try in the United States, the major 
source of our food and raw materials, 
and one of industry's largest customers. 

Our Subcommittee on Agricultural 
Appropriations has been fighting alter
nately a delaying and then a holding 
action against the onslaught of admin
istrative power. The bill before you to
day represents another battle in this 
cold war. We have tried to meet the 
needs of modern agriculture by writing 
workable laws and providing the funds 
to administer them. Unfortunately, we 
have not always won. 

SUBCOMMITTEE EFFORTS OPPOSED 

What comfort we have we take in con
sideration of how much worse things 
might have been. We have tried to pre
serve some semblance of working pro
grams even when overwhelmed by mal
administration and deliberate contempt 
for the intent of Congress. I say to you 
in all sincerity, I wish we had been more 
successful. I am sorry to report that 
some of the funds we have provided have 
been squandered to the detriment of the 
farmer and in total disregard of our 
purposes. 

We can no longer afford the luxury 
of do-nothingism and the extravagance 
of hesitation and confusion. Not only 
the welfare of our basic industry is at 
stake. It involves the welfare of every 
man, woman, and child who eat their 
daily bread in the secure knowledge that 
our soil, in the providence of God, con
tains untold wealth if we are both wise 
and good in its use. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentle
man from Dlinois [Mr. ARENDS]. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to say to the committee that at the 
bottom of page 17, "Benefits to General 
Public," you begin to get into a question 
which has interested me very much. I 
picked up the paper the other day when 
tlilil appropriations action was an
nounced, and the headlines said, "$4 Bil
lion Appropriated for Agriculture." 

It seems to me that we too often leave 
the impression that every dollar spent 
within the Agriculture Department is 
spent for the benefit of the farmer. In 
this section you have begun to get into 
the question and I was hoping your com
mittee could set forth the total amount 
of what might be really charged to agri
culture and what to the general public, 
so that there will be a better under
standing on the part of our populace 

that agriculture as such does not reap where it says, "Everybody but the farmer 
the benefit of many of the dollars aP- benefits from Public Law 480." I would 
propria.ted in the Department of Agrl- like to have your comments on that at 
culture bill. this time. 

Mr. WHITI'EN. I thank the gentle- Mr. WHITI'EN. May I say to the 
man for his statement. I am afraid gentleman that I worked rather hard on 
much of the press is directed to the 88 -this report. I would not say that there 
percent of the people who are non- is no benefit to the farmer. What we 
farmers. are trying to say is that everybody else 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the profits to a greater degree. Really, with 
gentleman from Dlinois has expired. what we are now giving away virtually 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. under Public Law 480, if production were 
Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the pulled back and the farmer's price re
gentleman from Washington [Mr. lated in some degree to his cost, the 
HoRAN]. · farmer would be a great deal better off. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I take If, what we are now giving away under 
this time to make some observations and Public Law 480, we were selling so that 
to perhaps have a little colloquy with my it would follow normal channels and be
chairman. come available to people, it would be 

It has been a pleasure to serve with the ·much less costly. As the gentleman 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHIT- well knows, most all the Public Law 480 
TEN], and the other members of this sub- sales are made to foreign governments 
committee, and I want to at this time and the governments then in turn sells 
particularly pay my respects to two of them for what the traffic will bear. For 
our hard-working clerks, Mr. Pope and instance, I know of one country where 
Mr. Gunnels. they bought the commodities and in turn 

The responsibilities of the Appropria- sold them !tnd reaped a tremendous 
tions Committee are not in themselves profit. 
legislative, but we do have a responsibil- Mr. HORAN. In no way did you in
ity to point out to the House in our tend to close the doors of Public Law 
report on these bills the need for amend- 480 in the export field? 
ing present legislation or even the need Mr. WHITTEN. It is beyond our con-
for new legislation. trol. They have the authority to dis-

Out my way we have no Government pose of these commodities, and there is 
storage at all. Up until a sorry incident nothing we can do about it except sign 
of about 6 weeks ago we had a very fine the check and complain. So, this is our 
record as to honesty and good storage complaint. 
practices. Mr. HORAN. We have a pretty good 

I would like to ask the chairman a export market as reflected in the hear
question at this point. In our dealing ings. Our exports of agricultural com
with this storage problem, it was not the modities for the present year are ex
intention of the subcommittee to handi- pected to be $4.2 billion, of which $2.9 
cap or in any way criticize our old line billion are exported for dollars. But 
storage people, such as cooperatives and where Public Law 480 is important, it is 
that sort of thing. very important to those of us who have 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, if the wheat districts, because under Public 
gentleman will yield, certainly we did Law 480 about 64 percent of our wheat is 
not. However, we did recognize the total exported. Thirty-three percent of our 
cost and that there should be some at- cotton, 49 percent of our rice and 73 
tention given to holding the cost in line. percent of our cottonseed and soybean 
I think the gentleman would agree with oil. 
me, whether it was an old line ware- Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
house or not, that the ideal situation the gentlemaa yield? 
would be to keep the warehouse full the Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentleman. 
year around, rather than on a 30-day Mr. WHITTEN. May I say that, as 
basis. We tried to limit our directives to long as we have our production plant 
holding the total cost down. I think, built up the way it is, and as long as we 
however, the big warehouse might have have nothing except existing laws, I think 
definite means of storing grain at a fiat the American farmer if we did not have 
rate per month, and that is the sort of this outlet would be in a terrible situa
thing we directed our attention to. tion. I do think that we need to point 

Mr. HORAN. I do not want to be- out that the maximum benefits go else
labor the point too much. Of course, in where and that somewhere along the line 
a period of 3 years we will have paid out we owe it to ourselves and the farmer to 
in excess of $1% billion of American pull our production in line, so that the 
money for storage of surplus commodi- farmer will not be dependent upon this 
ties, and that certainly dictates to me outlet, and so that the Treasury will 
the need for remedial legislation, and I not be financing this outlet. In other 
hope that that is the thing that we have words, we need to recognize that this is 
pointed out this afternoon. an emergency program and -is not a long-

Now, on page 216 of part II of our range cure of the problem. 
hearings, we have a complete report Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
covering many pages of . the operations to say to the committee that last Friday 
under Public Law 480. And, on page the full Committee on Appropriations 
19 of the committee report here we have took what I think is a good step. They 
a considerable discussion of the . opera- · appointed a special subcommittee to 
tions under Public Law 480, and if the study the use of these foreign currencies 
chairman will respond, I would like to that are generated under Public Law 
get his reaction to what is intended. I 480. Our subcommittee feels that one 
was referring to the report on page 19 of the primary reasons for having Public 
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r.aw 480 was the market_ develppm:ent 
work and r hope that that is protected. 

On page 218 of part 2' of' the hearings 
you will see a list of' the proposals to 
spend these foreign currencies whicli are 
resting comfortably in our Treasury now, 
and more or less the- whole Committee 
on Appropriations has denied these funds 
exc_ept· in their use for· agricultural mar
R:et development work. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one other mat
ter I would like to_ discuss here. There 
has been some discussion about tfie pes:
ticide investigation. We flad' a colloquy 
with the chairman of the subcommittee 
when he spo],{e, on that subject. Of 
course, a lot of it was generated because 
of the cranberry fias_co lastJ falL It 
seemed that_ practlcally everybody who 
came before our subcommittee used that 
as an argument. for justification. so we 
did not go along entirely: with the budg
et request.- because we feltJthat some co
ordinatign should exist between Food 
and Drug, Public Healtb and the Depart
~&ent of Agriculture, tfiat each should 
know wfiat.the other is doing. 

The commlttee felt it was necessary 
to cut this request. for approximately. 
$1,500,000 of additional funds to cam 
on research to av:oid pesticide residues, 
The committee recommends an increase 
of $250,000. I am s.ure that ev:ery mem
ber of the committee agrees that residues 
from pesticides and other chemicals used 
in agricultW'e are one of the· greatest 
difficulties facii::lg American agriculture 
and Americ_an consumers. 

Production_ of commerciaL quantities of 
many of our most popular fruits and 
vegetables would be impossible without 
pesticides. The apple, crop would be al
most a total ross, and the same would be 
true for. peaches. Potatoes and tomatoes 
would be cut drastically. The small 
quantities of acceptable fruits and vege
tables would. sell at prices way out of 
reach of the average American. 

We might as well face the facts about 
the need for chemicals in our present 
state of knowledge concerning insects-, 
diseases, and other pests.- We also have: 
to fac·e the fact that it is almost impos
sible to control these pests- with chemi
cals without leaving some residues that 
should be avoided. Recent techniques 
are able to-detect traces- of residues that 
were- not even suspected a few years ago, 
The only answer to this-situation is more 
research., 

In the Agricultural Research Service 
today we have some of the world's most 
able scientists. They have already dem
onstrated their ability to think up new 
ways to control pests without chemicals, 
as illustrated by the enadication of the 
screw worm fly in Flgrida. They now
propose a hard-hitting research program 
to make fuller use of biological controls, 
insect sterility, and new materials such 
as attractants, repellants, and hormones. 

This new research woufd not take the 
place of that done by the chemical com
panies. They w:o.uld continue their work 
of development, and testing. The De
partment should direct its energies to. 
finding new ways to controUnsects with
out chemicals or by developing new. 
chemicals that do not leave harmful 
residues. ·. 

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlemare yield? 

Mr. HORAN. r yield to' tlie. gentle
man. 

Mr; LIPSCOMB. I fake-tfiiS time, Mr. 
Chairman, to ask a question of the 
chairman of the subcommittee. On 
page 31 of the report, under Foreign 
Agricultural Service~ there fs a para
graph which reads as follows: ' 

The increase fncludes an_ acfditional $800,_-
000 to cover by· dire-ct appropriation for the 
first time certain attache expenses paid in 
prior years from foreign currency alloca
tions; , 

Does this mean that tlYe United States 
Government is now going to spend dol:. 
Iars for certain attache expenses that in 
tfie past have been paid for out of for
eign currencies? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Only to the degree 
that circumstances· have made it neces
sary. In other words,_ heretofore we have 
had foreign currencies· available in a 
number of Western European countries 
and elsewhere, in countries which no 
longer qualify for Public !Jaw 480 com
moditii~s whic.fi generate these curren
cies. So we have directed this agency 
to use foreign currencies- to the fullest 
extent possible. But in some of those 
cases, countries which were_ formerly 
financed that way· do not have the cur
reneies available: So we anticipate that 
out of tfie $800,000 they will use foreign 
currencies to tfie fullest extent possible. 
But we did not want' the absence of 
such currencies- to cause us to close up 
attache posts in' areas where it has be
come necessary to finance them with 
dollars. 

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Is it possible to pin
point the areas or the countries where 
the additional $800,00.0 is, going- to be 
spent? 

Mr. WHITTEN. The testimony was 
that they. could not. One. Of our prob
lems is-, where there is a limited amount 
of' currency, frequently our Govern.
ment gives priority to emoassies and 
regular oper.ations- there~ and perhaps 
the military, so agriculture does not know 
just where it will stand in the list of 
those that are seekinw foreign curren
cies iii those· countries. wfiere it is very 
llmited in the, way of priority; They 
could not tell us. ButJthey have specific 
instructions to -use foreign, currencies: 
where availaJ1le:. 

Mr. LIPSCOMB. It is· the: intention. 
of· the committee that where fm::eign 
currencies are owed or owned by the 
Treasury of th-e United States the agri
culturar observers should use. American 
dollars_ to purchase foreign currencies? 

Mr. WHITTEN. They· all belong to 
the Government. The Forei~ Agricul
tural Service would be bnyjng them from 
the Treasury and reimbursing the Com
modity Credit Corporation: So the 
money in that_ instance would go to one 
arm of" the Government and the cur
rency be owned by the other. This hap
pens to be in the same department- of
Government and would be a bookkeep
ing transaction. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chalrman,· would the 
gentleman yield?; 

Mr. WHI'J;'TEN. I yield to the gentle
man· from Oh·io. 

Mr: BOW. Would thes_e> have to be 
480 ftmcis or could they not be other 
currenci~ foreign currencfes generally? 

Mr. WHITTEN. we- have been dear
ing with 480 funds and inadverfently I 
used that terminology. We have other 
foreign currencies, too. 

Mr. BOW. It would refer to all for
eign currencies? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Yes. I.had.reference 
to that. I happened inadvertently to 
use tfie term "48'0 funds." 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman. I ask 
unanimous consent that the geritleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. WEAVER] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in. the 
REC0RD~ 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no abjection. 
Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairmari:, in dis

cussing this bill briefly- I wD_uld' like to 
commend the gentlemen of th:e: Subcom:
mittee on Agricultural Department Ap
propriations for a very fine job, indeed. 
They have attacked a very c_omplex job 
with vigor and foresight and have on the 
whole. accompliShed a great: deal in this 
bill. 

I would like to limit my comments to. 
two specific pJiases.of this measure whicfi 
are of· extreme importanee not only na
tionally but to my own congressional dis
trict as well. I would like to mention 
orie:tly the watershed conservancy pro
gram· and the hot Iunch program for the 
39 million schoofchildren of our, Nation. 

Watershed conservancy is, in my opin
ion, one of the:- most important develop
ments in recent years in, the field of posi
tive planning for the orderly· development 
of our natural resources and the protec
tion of our farmlands, our small towns 
and, in some cases, our bigger cities. 

This vital work is aimed as keeping 
the water ba.ck in the. upper valleys, the. 
small streams and creeks of the Nation, 
holding it back during the' heavy period 
of runo1f scr that- these · water_s cannot 
swell the bigger streams- and rivers- and 
acfd to the flood damage below: It is 
geared, too, tcr the holding back' of water 
on- the: land where it can be used as- the 
dry spells of the summer make it neces-
sary. 

In my own State of Nebraska this year 
we suffered disastrous floods. It is esti
mated that roads and Iiighways· and 
bridges were damaged ih the amount of 
over $3' million. 

In one small area_ or Gage County in 
southern Nebraska one major source of 
runo:ff-Bfg Indian Creek-did damage_ 
to county roads and bridges alone esti
mated at $100,000. · This-particular area 
has. already been organized' into a water
shed conservancy district and plans are 
under way for proper development of 
conservation projects. The amount_ of 
damage done in the. spring of 1960-would 
have paid for the operation costs of these 
projects for. a number: of years. 

By contrast, the watershed n.ext to Big 
I'ndian Creek has already started con
struction work and is about 80 percent 
completed. The streams in this area. 
did. practically no damage · this year. 
They were, indeed, very well behaved. 
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·We have these classic examples of what 
can be done, the amount of money that 
can be saved, in every part of the Mid
west. I hope that this program can 
eventually be spread to include every part 
of the Nation. 

The present bill will be a major step 
in achieving that ambition. It provides 
a total of $32 million for this work, an 
increase of $9,250,000 over last year's ap
propriations and an increase of some 
$4,250,000 over this year's budget esti
mates. 

Mr. Chairman, this kind of increase 
cannot be considered a waste of tax dol
lars; it is, instead, a wise investment of 
public funds in the future of America. 
It is estimated that each year flood dam
age costs the American people over $1 
billion. Of this amount, some $500 mil
lion or more is in the form of damage 
to farmlands in the upper valleys, the 
watershed areas. If, by making an. in
vestment of $32 million we can cut down 
this extravagant waste of soil and other 
resources, we are making a major in
vestment in America. 

Every ounce of this valuable soil will 
someday be needed. We are a nation 
presently rich in natural resources, but 
every economist and every forecaster 
points to the day which is not too far 
distant when the United States will be 
straining its reserves to provide enough 
food for its growing population. This 
valuable asset must be preserved if we 
are to face these critical times of the 
future with confidence. I am highly 
gratified that the committee has seen flt 
to take the necessary steps. 

Concerning the school lunch program, 
I feel that it, too, is an investment in the 
future. It is an effort to help develop 
our most important of all resources, the 
youngsters of the Nation. 

I have heard many times and in many 
places the stories of benefits which have 
accrued to the Nation through this hot 
lunch program. I believe in it; I have 
always believed in it. 

There are some 39 million school-age 
children in the United States today. Ap
proximately 30 percent of these children 
benefit directly from the hot lunch pro
gram. For many of these youngsters it is 
the only decent meal they get during the 
course of the day. It is the only effort 
at balancing the diet of many thousands 
of them. 

The present bill provides an outright 
appropriation of $110 million for this 
program. In addition, it provides for 
transfer of $45 million from section 32 
funds to provide meats and so forth for 
the program. This makes a minimum of 
$155 million for the hot lunch program 
and it is my sincere hope that this will 
be augmented during the course of the 
year b~· transfer of other commodities to 
the program from our surplus stocks. 

Mr. Chairman, both of these programs 
represent increases over the recom
mendations contained in the President's 
budget. I do not consider either of them 
to be a waste of tax dollars, or a depletion 
of the Nation's wealth. I consider both 
of them to be rather a wise and sound in
vestment by this Congress in the future 
of America. I can and do most heartily 
recommend both of these increases to 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle. 

It is my hope that they will be retained in 
the bill, as is, upon final passage. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman I yield 10 minutes to the gen
tleman from Tilinois [Mr. MICHEL]. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I come 
to the well again in this session still the 
low man on the totem pole so far as the 
composition of this subcommittee is con
cerned. It is no secret that during this 
year and the past year I have been at 
odds with members of the majority and 
sometimes even to some degree with 
members on my own side. I guess this 
stems from the fact that I try as best I 
can to represent the thinking of the ma
jority of the farmers in my congressional 
district back in the heart of Tilinois. 
The general philosophy of those farmers 
is that eventually they would like to get 
back to a free system. They do not like 
controls and they do not like allotments 
and they do not like Government regi
mentation of any sort. They want to be 
free to be on their own to chart their 
own course. So my whole philosophy 
reflects that thinking which is prevalent 
among the farmers of my district. 

I am sorry that last Friday it was 
necessary for me to be out at St. Louis 
University on a prior commitment when 
the subcommittee was reporting to the 
'full committee. The report of the com
mittee was airmailed special to me and I 
read it on the plane coming back today. 

It is in a sense the chairman's handi
work, and this is his privilege as chair
man of our subcommittee. He knows 
that many times I disagree with him, 
always in good faith. It seems to me 
that the first 20 pages of the report are 
pretty much a political speech. I suspect 
that if I spend 25 or 30 years here I could 
make my own political speech, if it be
comes my pleasure to author a report 
at some future date. 

Let me go over several of the items in 
the few minutes I have. We find on 
page 2, for instance, a discussion of the 
decline in farm income. Farm income 
has declined, but it compares with the 
period of time from 1932 to 1952, making 
no mention of course that in that time 
there was a serious depression and that 
as late as 1939 there were still 9 million 
unemployed. Then, of course, we had 
World War n and then a few postwar 
years following the war, and again an
oth~r war, the Korean conflict. All that 
has a definite effect, I would say, on 
what farmers were getting for their com
modities as against the peaceful years 
from 1953 to the present day. 

On page 4, in talking about the pro
grams that have been enacted through 
this administration by this Congress, and 
the item of $25.8 billion of cost, $8 billion 
coming from reduced price supports. Of 
course, there is no mention made of what 
the cost might have been had we had 
rigid 90-percent price supports. There 
is nothing in the record that would indi
cate if we had rigid 90-percent price sup
ports what the cost might be. The $8 
billion could very well be double that 
amount with high rigid supports. 

Then the son bank program costing 
$4.3 billion. I differed at times with 
the Department in the administration 
of the soil bank program. My own feel-

ing would be that Congress itself, since 
we are writing the laws, should have 
said "crop acres" or "productive acres" 
and not have left it up to the discretion 
of the farmer himself to put his creek 
bottom land in the soil bank or in the 
conservation reserve. It seems to me 
our responsibility here is-if we intend 
to put crop acres and good productive 
acres into the bank, we ought to say so 
in the law and if we do not say so, why 
should we criticize the people downtown 
when in this vast and massive program, 
they cannot keep on top of every single 
one of them? 

Then on page 5, in talking about the 
reduced net income over a period of 
7 years to the extent of 20 percent, 
we discount to a degree the decline in 
farm population which from 1950 to 
1960 declined 23 percent from 7% mil
lion to 5.8 million, and under the best 
predictions from the Department, we 
will find the farm population declining 
in the sixties another 12 percent. 

It seems to me when we are talking 
about "farmers tending to increase their 
production as farm prices are reduced,'' 
we discount altogether the matter or the 
idea that a farmer regardless of what 
conditions prevail would not want to 
increase his farm production. 

If we might move along to Public 
Law 480, and the criticism that has been 
leveled against the program, it seems 
to me that the Secretary and the De
partment ought to be commended for 
the amount of surplus commodities that 
we have been able to peddle overseas al
though I am concerned, having visited 
a number of foreign countries, at what 
is involved when we get paid not in dol
lars but rather in local currencies. I 
was glad when we were in Japan to find 
that one product which does sell in Ja
pan for dollars is $100 million worth of 
soybeans of which we produce so much 
in my area and in the entire State of 
Illinois. When I was in Thailand we were 
criticized, or our Government was crit
icized, because of the amount of grain 
we were sending to Indonesia. Why? 
Because the export of rice from Thai
land to Indonesia was their second best 
source of revenue. 

So it is not just a simple matter for 
the Secretary or our officials to peddle 
our surpluses. There are a number of 
complex problems to be considered. I 
think they ought to be commended for 
what they have been able to dispose of. 

On page 10, there is discussed the Com
modity Credit Corporation and sugges
tions to the extent that the board should 
be full-time employed individuals of the 
Department rather than simply those in
dividuals in the Department who are in 
the capacity of Secretary or Under Sec
retary or Assistant Secretary and so on 
down the line. 

I have some mixed emotions about this 
particular proposal although I am very 
mindful that here we have a corporation 
with such tremendous assets, it seems 
to me that just about full time has to be 
devoted to the business of administering 
the business of this vast Corporation. 
My mind is open on this particular sug
gestion. But I do not think the com
mittee erred in opening it up for dis
cussion. 
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. On the matter of grain storage on page 

11, I think we should be temperate in 
our criticism. When one says we should 
utilize Government storage when avail
able, rather than private storage, what 
happens when the Government storage 
is in the State of Washington and the 
grain is in Ohio or Indiana or Pennsyl
vania? Do we pay the cost of freight 
from one coast to the other, just in or
der to get it into Government storage? 

Mr. WHITI'EN. _ I think the point the 
gentleman makes is a good one. 

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chainnan, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield. 
Mr. ·AVERY. I think the gentleman 

was on the floor when I had a colloquy 
with the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SANTANGELO 1 in respect to the storage 
matter. After I had concluded my re
marks, I think the record was left in 
this position: · That the Department of 
Agriculture had advised at least some 
Members of the House that Government
owned storage was costing only about 6 
cents a bushel. I would like to propound 
a question to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. WHITTEN]. Has the De
partment of Agriculture ever furnished 
the comniittee that figure? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I do not have any 
such infonnation. They may have sup
plied it to some individual. I have not 

had any· such statement that I know of. Mr. AVERY. Does not the gentleman 
I do not mean to be all inclusive, because from Mississippi concede that it is not 
there are about 8,000 employees in the according to correct practice to put into 
Department, so what somebody may have a committee report that the storage 
told somebody else I do not know. rates are excessive and issue a mandate 

Mr. AVERY. Did I understand the that they should be reduced when he 
gentleman to say that the committee says he does not know what the cost is? 
itself had made some study of the cost Mr. WHITTEN. There are not many 
of this storage? places where the Secretary and I agree, 

Mr. WHITTEN. We have made about but he said they were excessive _and he 
three investigations through the years. cut them. We say we agreed with them. 

Mr. AVERY. I mean recently. So that apparently we are in agreement. 
Mr. WHITTEN. we had one this He said they were excessive and cut 

year. them. · 
Mr. AVERY. What did that reveal Mr. AVERY. I am trying to find out 

as to the cost of Government storage? what the committee finds. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Again I am sorry I Mr. WIDTTEN. I hate to quote the 

cannot give the gentleman that infor- press, but according to the press the 
mation right offhand. If you leave it Secretary said his own investigation had 
for 2 years it costs one amount. If you nothing to do with it. This ·is done 

from our own studies. 
turn it over it costs another amount. Mr. AVERY. All 1 am asking the 
So there is no set figure, but it did show gentleman is, can he tell us what the 
that in some instances it would be much study showed as to the cost of Govern-
more economical, in my opinion. ment storage? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the Mr. WHITTEN. I am not giving the 
gentleman from illinois [Mr. MICHELl details because I do not have them. 
has expired. They were sufficient because the Depart

Mr. WIDTI'EN. Mr. Chainnan, I ment reduced the rates. We in our re
yield the gentleman 3 additional min- port urged them to reduce them and 
utes. urged them to use the Government stor

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chainnan, will the ~ age when they were more economical. 
gentleman yield again? Mr. A VERY. I appreciate the gentle-

Mr. MICHEL. Glad to yield to my man yielding to me. I include the fol-
friend. lowing chart: 

Cost of handling grain-Expense per bushel, elevators Nos. 1 and 3 

1947 1948 1949 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 
------------------------------------

Rated capacitY--------------------- 16,000 16,000 16,000 22,000 22,000 27,000 27,000 83,000 . 215,000 275,000 275,000 370,000 446,000 Bushels handled ____________________ 424,877 312,667 301,119 337,161 534,246 396,837 248,999 609,765 427,199 403,134 311,883 700,470 598,913 
Shrink_--------------- __ ----------- 2, 793 2,154 2,360 2, 729 3, 797 1, 792 2,358 2, 728 2,136 1, 953 1,439 1, 953 224 

---------------------------------------
Operating expense: Salaries and labor ______________ $0.01566 $0.02292 $0.02754 $0.03615 $0.02820 $0.03898 $0.05649 $0.03105 $0.03574 $0.04236 $0.05559 $0.03187 $0.04682 

Repairs and supplies ___________ .00486 .00292 .00340 .00344 .00372 .00655 .00449 . 01162 . 01469 .01561 .01189 .01527 .02190 
Utilities __ ------- __ ---~-- - ------ .00176 .00302 .00284 .00221 .00421 .00549 .00678 .00480 .00667 .00874 .00955 .00693 .00565 
Insurance __ -------------------- .00267 .00369 .00383 .00336 .00286 .00451 .00842 .00390 .00883 .00943 .01999 .00998 .01207 
Taxes __ ------------------------ .00162 .00241 .00231 .00167 . 00191 . 00191 .00327 .00129 .00196 .00304 .00392 .00468 .00779 Other expense __________________ .00333 .00397 .00363 .00367 .00593 .00708 . 01165 .00528 .00694 .01102 .01286 .01529 .02092 
Shrink ___ : --------------------- .01315 .01033 .01175 .01403 .00880 .00903 . 01894 .00895 .01000 .00981 .00934 .00492 .00159 

---------------------------------------
Total operating expenses per busheL __________ ___________ 

.04305 .04926 .05530 .06453 .05563 .07355 .11004 .06689 .08483 .10001 .12314 .08895 .11674 
Depreciation ___ -------------------- .00382 .00561 .00751 .01117 .00781 .00946 .01637 .00579 .01415 .02167 .02988 .03781 .03546 ---------------------------------------

Total expense per busheL ___ _ .04687 .05487 .06281 .07570 .06344 .08301 .12641 .07268 .09898 .12168 .15302 .12676 .15220 

Mr. MICHEL. That is very well. I might be available for grain storage. I 
would say to the gentleman from Kan- have a letter in reply from them to the 
sas that my own position would be of effect that public storage was not usable, 
course that many times we need storage that they wanted private storage even 
and we need it now. Who is to say that if it had to be constructed. I know the 
the Government could build storage gentleman does not go along with that. 
more efficiently at the moment than some Mr. MICHEL. No; certainly not. 
private industry? We have to pat them Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. But cer-
on the back for supplying the storage tainly if public storage is avai~able and 
when they did, in times of critical need, can be adapted to the program it seems 
and refrain from casting a blanket in- it seems to me it should be used. 
dictment against all when most have Mr. MICHEL. The gentleman will 
acted in good faith. agree that when public storage is avail-

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. able and suitable for the storage of grain 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? it should be used, but there are a num-

Mr. MICHEL. Happy to yield. ber of problems involved and factors 
Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. I want that have to be taken into considera

te say I am thoroughly in accord with tion, such as aeration and so forth. 
what the gentleman has had to say with Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. But they 
reference to using available storage if should look into its adaptability to stor
it is located in the right areas. Re- age and use it if possible. They do not 
cently, however, it came to my atten- want public storage if it will cost a great 
tion that the military was withdrawing deal to adapt public storage to the pur
from a certain plant which was suitable poses indicated. I can understand that, 
for storage purposes. I took the matter- . but they should not take an arbitrary 
up with the CCC and suggested that it stand in the matter. 

I say further to the gentleman I re
cently read an article to the effect that 
we were paying $1 million a day for 
grain storage, and paying $2 million 
a day for overall storage. If that is 
correct surely we should use public stor
age if it is adaptable for the purpose 
and properly located and would cost 
less than storage which has to be built 
by private enterprise for that particular 
purpose. The gentleman I am sure 
agrees with that. 

Mr. MICHEL. Yes sir. 
Mr. BREEDING. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MICHEL. I yield. 
Mr. BREEDING. I would like to com

mend the gentleman from Tilinois for 
his stand on this matter and make the 
point that in our area of Kansas if it 
had not been for private enterprise 
creating grain storage we would not have 
had any, for there is not any public 
storage of any consequence available. 
I think a good deal of unjust criticism 
has been directed at the grain storage 



9896 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD--HOUSE May 10 

people, saying they are riding the graVY 
train, and so forth, whereas if it had 
not been for them, if it had not been 
for private enterprise, we would not · 
have had any storage in my State of 
Kansas; the farmers would not have 
had any place to store their grain. 

Mr. MICHEL. I appreciate the gen
tleman's contribution. 

If I might make another point it would 
be in the area of the conservation re
serve program and ACP payments. Last 
year I offered a cutting amendment to 
the bill and I was soundly defeated by 
about 2 to 1 majority. This year, of 
course, there is no change in the com
plexion of the Congress and I do not 
know that my arguments would be any 
more persuasive this year than last. I 
still say, however, that in this bill there 
is no rhyme, nor sense, nor reason for 
the Federal Government's footing the 
bill on any farm for taking out hedge
rows or tearing · down stone fences 
and one thing and another, which is 
still the practice. When I was a boy 
on the farm we rooted out our own 
hedgerows on the farm with horses and 
a scraper. Many a harness and tugs 
were broken in this operation but I see 
no reason why people today cannot do 
the same thing on their own. If it is 
a matter of tearing down ·stone fences 
I do not see why ·we have to come. to 
Washington to get Federal aid to tear 
down stone fences, but this is still a 
practice under the ACP program. 

Mr. Chairman, in my remaining min
ute or two may I simply conclude by 
making my own little political speech in 
answer to the first 20 pages of our re
port and I would do by making these 
six points: 

First. The Democrats bequeathed the 
Eisenhower administration an agricul
tural time bomb composed of obsolete, 
depression-bred, war-born farm laws. 
Despite endorsement of flexible supports 
for peacetime in platforms of both po
litical parties, these old laws were con
tinued until over $7 billion worth of sur
plus had been accumulated in 1955. 

Second. The administration has re
peatedly urged Congress to pass reason
able farm legislation truly beneficial to 
farmers. Congress has been controlled 
23 out of the last 27 years by the Demo
crats. Most of the time Congress has 
talked about the problem and, in the few 
instances where they have acted, they . 
have only passed a few bills that would 
have been another dose of what made 
the patient ill in the first place. 

Third. Experience proves that the 
price-fixing and acreage-control pro
grams have not worked, but many Dem
ocrats prefer to ignore this fact. It ap
pears they will either not admit to the 
facts or else prefer to perpetuate the 
J>roblem and attempt to profit politically. 

Fourth. Because of efficiency and hard 
\vork, the American farmer produces for 
himself and 25 others. Artificial price 
incentives established by excess Govern
ment interference have contributed to
ward a superabundance in some crops. 
Many Democrats exemplify the greatest 
surplus problem-the surplus of dema
goguery-when they ·talk but do not act. 

After years of attacking the administra- are compelled to go into industry to aug
tion proposals, only in recent weeks have ment their income. I personally regret 
a few Democrats come forth with a the passing of the so-called "family siZe 
modification of the old discredited farm" and the trend toward corporation 
Brannan plan and the 1960 version is farming. This not only disturbs farm 
even more- of an economic monstrosity community life as we once knew it, but 
which would impose unrealistic produc- it is taking many people out of our agri
tion cuts and slash national farm income cultural communities. · This certainly is 
while greatly reducing farm purchasing not good for America. 
power. The composition Of the Congress has 

Fifth. The Democrats for years, and changed a great deal since the time 
regularly in campaign years, have wept when Representatives from farming dis
for the plight of the small farmer while tricts were a potent force in enacting 
doing little to help him. The outmoded farm legislation. Due to the trend of 
farm laws helped the big operators the population into the urban areas of this 
most, who need it the least. The rural country, farm representation in the Con
development program created by this ad- gress is becoming less and less and, 
ministration and operating successfully hence, it has also become more difficult 
in over 30 States is the first concerted to enact any kind of major farm legis
effort to assist small, low-income farm- lation. If legislation is enacted, it must 
ers who need help the most. not only satisfy farmers but the people 

Sixth. The Democrats compare farm in the city as well. · 
prices during the Korean war period Another handicap facing agriculture 
with farm prices during the 7 peacetime today is the diversity of views regarding 
years of the Eisenhower administration. farm legislation as expressed by our var
Actually per capita farm income has ious farm organizations. If there was 
been at record high levels during this more general agreement . among these 
administration, exceeding even the war groups as to the type of legislation ac
years. Instead of using the years 1949 tually needed, legislating in this field 
or 1950, which were postwar years com-. would not be so difHcult. In this con
parable to the last 7 years, they stress nection, I long ago advocated a White 
the 1951 and 1952 · levels. American House Conference on Agriculture at 
farmers and their sons want to drive which the problems of agriculture could 
tractors instead of tanks. be discussed with the leaders of farm 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the organizations and other experts at the 
gentleman · from illinois has expired: highest level in the hope that such a 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. meeting might prove constructive. I still 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that think this is a good idea. 
the remarks of the gentleman from Iowa Furthermore, I sincerely believe that 
[Mr. JENSEN] may be placed immediately the problems of agriculture should be 
following mine in general debate, so as completely divorced from partisan poli
to have them consecutive in the RECORD. tics. There is no reason in the world 

The CHAmMAN. Is there objection why agriculture, the Nation's basic in
to the request of the gentleman from dustry, should be kicked around by po-
Minnesota? litical parties in order to gain votes. 

There was no objection. The American farmer deserves better 
Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. treatment than that. Members of Con

Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that gress approach the question of foreign 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HOEVEN] affairs and national defense on a non
may extend his remarks at this point in partisan basis. On these issues we stand 
the RECORD. united, but when it comes to dealing 

The CHAmMAN. Is there objection with agriculture, we continue to spar 
to· the request of the gentleman from for political advantage. This is another 
Minnesota? important reason why it is so difHcult to 

There was no objection. enact proper and sensible farm legisla-
Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, the tion, especially in an election year. 

farm problem is just like the weather- I will be very much surprised if the 
we all talk about it but do nothing about present Congress will do anything very 
it. There are many dedicated Members constructive in passing adequate and 
of Congress who are earnestly striving proper farm legislation at this session. 
to find a solution to a most perplexing Aside from general consideration in
situation. I am one of them. volving the entire farm problem, we all 

Everyone knows that agriculture is the realize that something must be done to 
soft spot in our national economy today. cut down on farm surpluses, particu
The farmer's income continues to go larly wheat. It seems to me that wheat 
down while his operating expenses con- legislation should have the highest 
tinue to rise. Hence, the American priority as far as this session is con
farmer is . definitely in a price-cost · cerned. President Eisenhower has in
squeeze. I am sure we all agree that 
the farmer is entitled to his share of the dicated that he will approve a wheat bill 
national wealth and productive capacity if it meets the guidelines set out in his 
of this Nation. our main problem and special farm message to the Congress. 
concern is to bring this about. we must Therefore, if the majority leadership in 
all realize that we are presently passing the Congress really wants a wheat bill 
through an agricultural revolution. our which can be enacted into law, all they 
farms are rapidly beco:q1ing completely have to do is meet the President's chal
mechanized and, as a result, farms are ·lenge. Whether or not a realistic wheat 
getting larger in order that farming may . bill is passed at this session will depend 
be a profitable business.~ W~ hav~ mor~ _ upon how·silicere the Democrat majority 
part-time farmers than ever before who · ·is in trying to do something about it. 
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Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

ask unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, 

earlier today I asked th~ chairman 9f 
the subcommittee several questions about 
provisions of the bill before us dealing 
with poultry inspection. I think the 

·· facts clearly show that it was the intent 
of Congress-and it is the law of the 
land-that all poultry and poultry prod
ucts in interstate commerce must be in
spected for wholesomeness, and that 
must entail continuous inspection, not a 
hit-or-miss sampling system. If this 
bill provides for less than that, as I am 
afraid it does, then the situation -requires 
correction. Plants making poultry 
soups, poultry pies, and other processed 
foods using significant quantities of poul
try in their preparation, should be ex
tended the free inspection service, on a 
continuous basis, both for their benefit 
and the benefit of the consuming public. 
Under a temporary situation which has 
been in effect, all such further process
ing plants have been exempted from the 
new Poultry Products Inspection Act re
quirement for continuous inspection, 
but the exemption has been for the con
venience of the Government. That ex
emption expires June 30. After that, all 
plants in interstate commerce are en
titled to have inspectors on their prem
ises. This is most important. If the 
additional $500,000 provided for poul
try inspection in the bill is not sufficient 
to assure such continuous inspection in 
all plants-including the 300 now tempo
rarily exempt--then more money must 
be provided. The responsibility cannot 
be evaded. 

However, I do want to say I am 
pleased that in answer to the request 
which I made and which several other 
Members of Congress also made, as well 
as representatives of the Meat Cutters 
Union and the poultry processors, that 
some additional funds, at least, are being 
provided in the bill for poultry inspec
tion even though the President failed to 
ask for those extra funds. ! .cannot un
derstand that failure on the part of the 
executive department. It seems to me 
it represented a case of repeal of an im
portant provision of consumer law by 
the process of appropriation starvation. 
The committee is to be commended for 
recognizing that funds must be avail
able to comply with the inspection law, 
even if the President did not ask for 
those extra funds. My concern now is 
whether the $500,000 is enough, and 
whether the technical language inserted 
in the bill in connection with this extra 
$500,000 item is, as I believe it to be, a 
limitation on the effectiveness of the in
spection work in plants which buy 
chicken parts and carcasses and process 
them into prepared foods. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I turn to another 
aspect of agricultural expenditures 
which concerns me deeply. I refer to 
the distribution of surplus foodstuffs to 
the needy. The Department maintains, 
and the President seems to believe, that 

our Government is doing a terrific job of 
distributing surplus food to the needy. 
Even the committee report seems to 
swallow some of that. But the reports 
we are receiving from West Virginia
right now very much in the political 
news-are that the free food distribu
tion system is a cruel hoax on the needy. 
The variety of foods distributed is fright
fully inadequate to help assure even a 
minimum diet. It is a dumping pro
gram. And yet we have widespread 
farm distress because farmers cannot 
sell all they produce of the wonderful 
variety of foods grown in this bountiful 
country. Why must any American go 
hungry when we raise more chickens 
than we can sell and more eggs than 
can possibly be sold, produce more but
ter than we can sell, more fresh fruits 
and vegetables, more meat, more of 
everything, and while we are frantically 
trying to give food away overseas, as the 
committee report points out? 

In this country we are told that tech
nical problems of distribution make it 
impossible to give out fresh eggs instead 
o! powdered eggs to our needy. We are 
told it is impossible to give our needy 
poor an occasional . few pounds of 
chicken, yet we gave frozen chickens to 
Egypt. The only outlet in this country 
for surplus fresh foods in the form most 
people like to eat them is the school 
lunch program and some of the public 
institutions. Actually, we have 7 mil
lion or more Americans on various 
forms of public assistance who could 
also, through a food stamp plan, enjoy 
the surplus of our harvests. This would 
remove the necessity of processing a lot 
of this food for dumping overseas; for 
instance, of processing eggs into powder 
on such a huge scale. Why not fresh 
eggs for our needy? 

The answer, of course, is that our sur
plus distribution machinery does not 
have the necessary :flexibility for dis
tributing fresh products. It is a ware
housing operation, and the food must 
fit the mechanics of that system. 

A food stamp plan, using the neigh
borhood grocery for distribution pur
poses, would make possible a continuous 
:flow of surplus farm products in fresh 
and appetizing form to the very poor who 
cannot now afford to buy such items. 

I intend to discuss the food stamp dis
tribution system in greater detail in the 
near future. We have the legal authority 
in the law-at long last--after 5 years 
of administration obstructionism on 
it--we have the legal authority for a food 
stamp plan. In all reverence, I say God 
knows we need such a program. West 
Virginia is not the only place in the 
Nation with stark poverty and many, 
many needy persons. 

And the food-we have more food than 
we know what to do with. Our vast 
hoard of food is a storage headache, a 
budgetary nightmare, a fiscal scandal, 
and a moral shame considering how 
much hunger exists on this earth. But 
we have the food. It could be a blessing, . 
not a curse, if more of it could be used 
to feed our own malnourished people
millions of them. 

I am disappointed that the subcom
mittee, in drafting the report on this 

bill, did not see fit to include the sug
gested language I submitted calling for 
administration action to institute a food 
stamp plan. I am also sorry the commit
tee partially swallowed the administra
tion propaganda about the billions of 
dollars worth of surplus food going to 21 
million of needy Americans, when that 
figure clearly includes many millions of 
schoolchildren who are not needy-for it 
includes all distribution under the school 
lunch program. 

The food stamp plan, if implemented, 
could do for all agriculture on a tre
mendous scale what the school milk pro
gram is now doing for dairy farmers. We 
spend almost $100 million a year on this 
extra milk allowance. It is not a welfare 
program-it is intended primarily to sell 
and dispose of milk-a price support 
program. But no one objects to it. We 
recognize its tremendous value in build
ing the health of the Nation's children. 
Along the same lines a food stamp plan 
would assure better meals also for 7 
million or more Americans-and thus 
establish a vast new market for farm 
products which now rot in the fields or 
go overseas as gifts. 

Mr. Chairman, when we talk about 
revitalizing agriculture, why can we not 
recognize that the best way to help the 
farmer is to provide him with more cus
tomers for what he raises? A food 
stamp plan would enable us to use up 
all of our surplus items eligible for sup
port under section 32 as well as much 
more of the storables. If perishables 
could be distributed through the neigh
borhood grocery, we could make full use 
of the more than $300 million available 
every year under section 32, much of 
which never gets spent for the purpose 
for which it was intended. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I _think 
it only fair to point out that in many 
important respects the subcommittee 
which drafted the bill now before us 
has done an excellent job, and I do not 
want anything I have said to be regarded 
as a blanket· condemnation of this bill 
or a blanket criticism of the reiJ<)rt filed 
on the bill. I have tried to make my 
criticisms specific, and I think they are 
justified. 

On the other hand, I applaud the sub
committee for again handling the school 
lunch appropriation with sympathy for 
the great importance of this program, 
and for once again earmarking some of 
the frequently unused section 32 price 
support funds for the school lunch pro
gram. I back up the committee on many 
of the statements in the report critical 
of our surplus disposal program. I par
ticularly want to express my apprecia
tion for the decision of the subcommittee 
to provide the full budget amount for 
meat inspection in the Agricultural Re
search Service appropriation, so that 
meat inspection for the red meats can 
continue at the same level as in the 
current year. 

This was one of the items I stressed 
in my testimony before the subcommit
tee, in view of the indication the sub
committee gave last year that it thought 
further processing in the red meats did 
not require continuous inspection. 
Since the issue involved last year in 
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meat inspection, as discussed in my tes
timony, is exactly the same as now 
confronts us in connection with the in
spection of further processing operations 
in poultry, I sincerely hope the outcome 
for poultry inspection will be the same. 

It is not enough to make sure that 
the meat and poultry which go into 
processed foods were wholesome at the 
time of slaughter; as my testimony be
fore the subcommittee pointed out, meat 
carcasses or parts-and the same holds 
true for poultry--can spoil in transport 
from one plant to another, and often do. 
The Federal meat inspectors each day 
condemn large amounts of meat intended 
for use in processed meat products, even 
though the meat was wholesome at the 
time of slaughter. Much can happen to 
it en route to final processing. The 
same holds true, as I said, for poultry. 

Under unanimous consent, I submit at 
this point my testimony before the sub
committee, as follows: 
THE SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM, MEAT AND 

POULTRY INSPECTION, AND THE FOOD 

STAMP PLAN 

(Statement by Representative LEONOR K. 
SULLIVAN, of .Missouri, before Subcommit
tee on Agricultural Appropriations, House 
Appropriations Committee, .March 15, 1960) 
As members of the subcommittee know, 

I have appeared before you a number of 
times in past years to urge adequate appro
priations for such items in the Agriculture 
Department's budget as the school lunch 
program, meat and poultry inspection, dis
tribution of surplus foods to the needy, and 
various other programs of the Department 
of Agriculture which are important to ur
ban areas of our country. I am happy to 
1say that this subcommittee ha.s usually 
shown great awareness of the importance of 
these programs even though the present 
Secretary of Agriculture has frequently dem
onstrated very little concern for the consum
er viewpoint, and his budget requests have 
usually been inadequate for consumer-type 
services conducted by his Department. 

I do not want to go into any great de
tall on the budget items this year. For in
stance, I know it is not necessary for me 
to take your time to urge fair treatment for 
the school lunch program. I am well aware 
of the fact that the only reason the school 
lunch program in the past several years has 
been as effective as it has been is that mem
bers of this subcommittee have insisted on 
it, and the House has demanded such action. 
I will support you, I can assure you, if, 
following your review of this appropriation 
request, you once again recommend more 
money for this program than the budget 
recommends. 

MEAT INSPECTION 

On meat inspection, however, I aiil not 
sure we see exactly eye to eye. As I re
call, I was the only Member of the House 
to take the fioor last year, during debate 
on the Agriculture appropriation bill, to 
protest some language you wrote into your 
report concerning the matter of further 
Federal inspection during processing oper
ations of meat products containing meat 
which had already been inspected for whole
someness at the time of slaughter. In your 
report you called for a study of the need 
for such continuous inspection, indicating 
that perhaps some money could be saved by 
ellmlnating the requirement that meat going 
into meat pies, and meat products of various 
kinds made from inspected meat must be 
inspected again in this secondary process
ing operation. 

The information. I have since obtained 
about this issue strengthens the view I 

expressed last year. Meat inspectors in 
St. Lou1s with whom I have discussed this 
matter have informed me of numerous in
stances in which they have spotted and con
demned processed meat products which were 
totally unfit for human consumption, even 
though the meat which went into them had 
originally been passed for wholesomeness at 
the time of slaughter. Each day in St. Louis 
alone hundreds of pounds of meat products 
are condemned as tainted, sour, putrid, un
sound, contaminated, rancid, poisoned by 
contact with certain metals, or even con
taining fragments of glass. So the followup 
inspection is most necessary. 

The meatpackers whom I know are not 
anxious to poison the consumer. On the 
contrary, they work hard to assure a safe 
and sanitary and nutritious product. They 
are, I might say, among the biggest boosters 
of an adequate meat-inspection program and 
are in the forefront of demanding adequate 
funds for this work. Enlightened business 
recognizes the importance of maintaining 
consumer confidence in its product, and that 
is why the enlightened meatpackers want 
adequate funds for meat inspection that 
must include funds for continuous inspec
tion in the processing operations. So I ask 
that you not attempt to save a little money 
by cutting this item, because a budget cut 
on meat inspection would be a serious thing 
to the consumers of this country and to the 
meatpackers who are anxious to assure a 
wholesome product. Only the unscrupulous 
or fiy-by-night operator would benefit from 
shortcuts on meat inspection, and that is 
exactly the kind of operator we don't want 
to benefit from the laws we pass. So I urge 
the full budget amount be provided for the 
Agricultural Research Service item for meat 
inspection, including funds for inspection of 
processed items. 

POULTRY INSPECTION 

As you all know, 'I was one of those Mem
bers of Congress who took an active role in 
the enactment in the last Congress of the 
Poultry Products Inspection Act. This act 
provided for an exemption until July 1, 1960, 
for the output of those processors for whom 
the Department of Agriculture could not im
mediately provide inspectors. The budget 
for the coming year fails, however, to request 
the additional funds which will now be re
quired-about $1 million-to pay the salaries 
of inspectors who wm be needed in the 1961 
fiscal year to inspect the output of processors 
which up to now have been exempt under 
this provision. I am informed that the De
partment has suggested new legislation con
tinuing the exemption indefinitely for firms 
making poultry pies and similar processed 
items. I would bitterly oppose su9h' a step. 
The Poultry Products Inspection Act has 
been of tremendous benefit to the country
to the consumers, the processors, and the 
farmers. We now have assurances that 
nearly all the poultry we eat is wholesome. 
Until a few years ago we did not have that 
assurance on most poultry. There is no rea
son to weaken the act by opening up exemp
tions Congress did not intend and has not 
agreed to. 

Hence, under present law-under law 
which should not and probably will not be 
changed between now and July 1-the De
partment must provide inspectors by July 
1, 1960, for about 300 poultry products 
plants which are at this time stlll exempt 
under the act. These are the plants which 
make poultry pies, soups, etc., and which 
were originally exempted for a short time 
because Congress recognized there would 
be difficulty in hiring enough qualified in
spectors to cover all of the slaughtering 
plants as of the time the new act went into 
effect, so there was a reason to proVide for 
temporary exemptions of this nature for 
processors at the convenience of the Depart
ment. 

But these temporary exemptions expire as 
of June 30 of this year. No convincing rea
sons have been put forward to continue those 
exemptions beyond that time. Most of the 
exempted plants-about two-thirds of them, 
I understand-are already set up physically 
for inspection, and are, in fact, so anxious 
to have inspection that despite their ex
emption from the compulsory inspection 
program they are paying their own funds 
to have their products inspected under the 
voluntary Federal poultry inspection pro
gram. Obviously, then, inspectors are avail
able for those plants. There is no reason, 
then, to continue exempting them. They 
are entitled to have inspection on the same 
free basis as the slaughtering plants, rather 
than to have to pay for it out of their own 
funds. 

As for the 100 additional processing plants 
now exempt and not participating under 
the voluntary inspection program, we should 
take direct action to serve notice that as of 
July 1 they had better be set up for Federal 
inspection-including the required sanitary 
conditions-if they want to remain in inter
state commerce after that date. The best 
way to accomplish that sort of warning is 
for the Congress to appropriate the addi
tional $1 million which will be required as 
of July 1 to pay the costs of a complete in
spection program for all poultry and poultry 
products processed and sold in interstate 
commerce. If we don't appropriate the 
funds, a lot of these uninspected plants will 
probably see no urgency in getting set up 
for inspection-getting the proper equ1p
ment and installing required sanitary facil
ities-and if they have to do this at the 
last minute, they will really be up against 
it. For let me repeat that the law allows for 
no administrative exemptions for poultry in 
interstate commerce after June 30. 

While I am discussing poultry inspection, 
I might say that I am again wondering aloud 
as to the wisdom of the Secretary of Agricul
ture in placing the poultry inspection pro
gram under the producer-conscious Market
ing . Service rather than making it a co
equal agency with meat inspection 1n the 
more independent-minded Agricultural Re
search Service. This latest incident of not 
seeking funds for inspection in the plants 
which are now temporarily exempted is yet 
another instance of tepid concern for the 
consumer interest. I will say that the meat · 
inspection branch, on the other hand, has 
usually felt much more free to battle for the 
highest standards of consumer interest in its 
work. 
SURPLUS FOOD DISTRmUTION-AND FOOD STAMPS 

Now I want to ask you to do me, and the 
Congress, and the American people, a big 
favor. I want you to write into your report 
on this bill language which reiterates that 
it is the intent of Congress that the Secre
tary of Agriculture utllize the authority he 
already possesses under law for the distribu
tion of surplus foods to our needy under a 
food stamp plan, and stating that it is the 
intent of this committee of the Congress also. 

Such a statement in the report will not 
in itself increase by a single cent the amount 
you will be appropriating in this bill. For, 
of course, the Secretary would still have to 
come back to Congress and to the Appropria
tions Committee to request a supplemental 
appropriation if a food stamp plan were 
actually to go into effect. I would like this 
subcommittee, however, in connection with 
the regular agricultural appropriation bill, 
to make it clear that the Congress is pre
pared to appropriate the funds for a food 
stamp plan, if the Department shows its 
willingness to carry out the intent of Con
gress and put such a plan into operation. 

We have widespread distress among farm
ers; we have billions of dollars worth of sur
plus food and we have millions of undernour
ished Americans-persons not getting enough 
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to eat. The cost of distributing a few surplus 
foods to the needy at the present time is out 
of all proportions to the benefits the re
cipients obtain. Most of these costs are 
shouldered onto localities which find it un
economic and burdensome to have .a. full
scale distribution set up for the purpose of 
distributing such a little bit of food-items 
like corn meal and flour and dried skim milk 
and occasionally some butter or cheese. 

Under the food-stamp plan approved by 
Congress last year, however, these storable 
items-plus perishables which are removable 
under section 32--could be distributed di
rectly through the regular grocery stores. 
The food industry, 'I am sure, would be de
lighted to :participate for very little or no 
profit--]ust if their costs were covered-if 
the Department of Agriculture WGuid make 
the effort to set up such a. program, and enlist 
the food industry's cooperation. It would 
certainly help the farmer. 

Therefore, .since you are the subcommittee 
which directs the Department of Agriculture 
on .how to use Its money and what to use it 
for, I as'k that you write wordlng such as 
this into your report: 

"The committee notes that no funds have 
been requested by the Department for the 
implementation of the food-stamp plan en
acted by Congress last year. While the law 
gives the Secretary discretionary powers in 
placing the program into effect, the confer
ence report on the bill extending Public Law 
480 made clear that Congress intended that 
the food-stamp plan should be utilized to 
distribute surplus food items to needy Amer
icans. The Committee on Appropriations 
therefore recommends that the Department 
prepare and submit by July 1, 1960, a detailed 
plan for implementing the food-stamp law, 
and that it indicate the cost of putting such 
a. specified plan into operation in the 1961 
fiscal year, so that Congress can then appro
priate the .funds necessary to place a. depart
mental food-stamp program in operation." 

The wording is rough-I am aware that 
you do not need my help in writing the lan
guage of your report. I am just trying to 
express the thought. And I sincerely hope 
you will take this step as a means of ending 
the complacency of the Department of Agri
culture over the tragic contradiction of so 
much surplus food, so many impoverished 
farmer-s, and so many Americans not receiv
ing adequate diets. Thank you. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Maine [Mr. MciNTIRE]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 
but 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from .Maine. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the. gentleman from Maine. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Maine is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MciNTIRE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
simply to ask a question or two to the 
extent to which time will permit. I 
would like to direct a question to the 
committee, and perhaps the chairman of 
the commit~, if I may, in relation to 
the item of .appropriation in this bill 
concerning the school lunch program of 
$110 million. .May I .say that I concur 
with the committee in its very careful 
consideration of this program. 1 should 
like to raise a question as to the chair
man's opinion concerning the purchase 
policy which would be applied in .rela
tion to items which go Into the school 
lunch program. 

In view of the commentary which has 
already taken place here relative to the 

' importation of · food products into our 
markets, would it be the opinion of the 
committee that these funds should be 
directed toward purchase of American 
products for distribution in the school 
lunch program? 

Mr. Will'ITEN. That issue did not 
come before us in the consideration of 
this bill. But I certainly would think, 
in view of the fact that one of the pri
mary sources of our contribution to the 
school lunch program in addition to ap
propriated funds is section 32 purchases, 
which in turn use domestic markets for 
perishable commodities primarily, any
body handling it could easily see they 
should use the appropriated funds for 
purchases of American food. I agree 
with the gentleman we would anticipate 
that the fund would be used for the pur
chase of American products. 

Mr. MciNTmE. I appreciate the 
chairman's reply and I certainly concur 
with his observation. I believe it is im
portant to have this observation as a 
matter of record for guidance in the pur
chase program. 

Now, I would like to ask another ques
tion. I have searched through the re
port of this committee and also the 
legislative document. Is there in this re
port or in the bill accompanying the 
report any specific reference to the 5 
percent of foreign currencies being used 
specifically for market development work 
under Public Law 480? 

Mr. WHITI'EN. I think there is. 
We had a reference to that in the re
PGrt and I think we had some changes' 
in language as to the intent of the act. 
We attempted to bring the use of those 
funds in line with the original act. It is 
in the report on page 32. 

Mr. MciNTIRE. I appreciate that re
sponse. It has been· of concern to some 
of us on the legislative committee that 
certain priorities have gotten ahead of 
market development work. It was our 
intent in our last extension of the act 
to place emphasis on the market devel
opment work. 

Mr. WHITI'EN. We discuss that thor
oughly on ·page 32. There is ·a definite 
limit as to how far this subcommittee 
can go in trying to restore the intent of 
the gentleman's committee. 

Mr. MciNTmE. I thank the gentle-
. man. I should like to call attention to 
the colloqliY that took place with the 
gentlewoman from Missouri today in re
lation to poultry inspection. It is my un
derstanding from that colloquy that the 
poultry inspection provision in this leg
islative document is to provide an addi
tional $500,000 for inspection and that 
the language which is inserted in this 
bill, although perhaps a point of order 
could be made against it, does perhaps 
release the Department from the man
datory provisions of the original Poultry 
Inspection Act. 

Mr. wmTIEN. It is modified some, 
but it is not mandatory. It does give the 
Department some discretion as to how 
much inspection is required, which is 
provided in the basic law. 

May I say to the gentleman that I 
do not quarrel about jurisdiction. There 
is enough work -around here for .every
body to do, but I do .say, as the ,gentle-

man well knows, that no matter what 
legislation you might pass, if we do not 
give the money we do not have the pro
gram. Involved here is an e:ffort to get 
together on the views of all concerned. 

Mr. MciNTffiE. I appreciate the 
chairman's ·comment. 

I would like to comment further. I 
follow with interest the rural re
sources program of the Department of 
Agriculture. I appreciate the fact that 
there is provided in this bill $2 million, 
but there are some people who feel that 
this program could well stand some 
further expansion, and I certainly 
would appreciate, as I am sure each 
member of the committee has already 
done, a careful review of this program, 
because I think we are on common 
ground in this respect. 

There is one other area which causes 
me some concern. I am sure that the 
chairman and the members of the com
mittee have given it close attention. I 
notice throughout thls report that pro
vision has been made for increased per
sonnel costs, changes in grade, the wage 
and benefits provision under the exist
ing Classified Employees Act. However, 
in the provisions made for the adminis
trative expenses of the Farmers Home 
Administration there seems to be no 
provision for this factor. I am advised 
that the Civil Service Commission has 
required the upgrading of the clerks, 
which costs $150,000 annually, and a 
wage and benefit increase of $150.000; 
then some normal step increases, and 
that there is need for about $500,000 
here to be comparable with other divi-
sions of the Department. · 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say to the 
gentleman that these promotions that 
he has mentioned will have to be made 
from funds available. The question 
arises then whether the Farmers Home 
Administration should have that much 
additional money. In view of the 
relativ,ely small workload in some sec
tions of the oountry, it was felt that the 
problems of this agency could be met by 
the overall funds here. Again, it will 
be reviewed in the other body, and we 
will see what they think should be done. 

Mr. MciNTmE. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. WHI'ITEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. KYL]. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I am deeply 
-concerned with the attitude apparently 
held by a number of my colleagues-an 
attitude that the farmer is in good fi
nancial condition. He is not. Prelimi
nary census information indicates that 
my district of Iowa has again lost popu
lation-this is a direct refiection of agri
culture's financial problem-now a prob
lem of our small towns and cities as well. 

There is need now, for broad legisla
tion which reaches the basic causes of 
this situation. There are numerous 
proposals which would help. We will 
never vote on these proposals unless we 
are concerned with farmers rather than 
farmers' votes. This legislation is a 
first step. Beyond.this we must take a 
long look at ·farm .imports. Third, we 
should improve our agricultural report
ing .service to make it a truly effective 
guide for production. 
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Finally there is the job of finding new 
uses and new markets for agricultural 
products. . 

I do not care who introduces or sup
ports attempts at effective legislation. 
Politics should not interfere with an 
honest attempt to find the solution. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. The Clerk will read: 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Research: For research and demonstra

tions on the production and utilization Of 
agricultural . products, home economics, and 
related research and services, including ad
ministration of payments to State agricul
tural experiment stations, $67,934,000: Pro
vided, That the limitations contained herein 
shall not apply to replacement of buildings 
needed to carry out the Act of April 24, 1948 
(21 U.S.C. 113a), or to not to exceed $1,000,000 
to remain available until expended for the 
construction and alteration of buildings: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of Agri
culture may sell the Entomology Research 
Laboratory at Orlando, Florida, in such man
ner and upon such terms and conditions as 
he deems advantageous and the proceeds of 
such sale shall remain available until ex
pended for the establishment of an entomol
ogy research laboratory: Provided further, 
That in the establishment of such laboratory 
the Secretary may acquire land therefor by 
donation or exchange; 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the bill be considered as read and open 
to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the . request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

Mr. WHI'ITEN. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, it is my un
derstanding that the part to be read 
would not be subject to amendment. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I 
withdraw my request, Mr. Chairman. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
DISEASES 01' ANIMALS AND POULTRY 

Eradication activities: For expenses neces
sary in the arrest and eradication of foot
and-mouth disease, rinderpest, contagious 
pleuropneumonia, or other contagious or 
infectious diseases of animals, or European 
fowl pest and similar diseases in poultry, 
and for foot-and-mouth disease and rinder
pest programs undertaken pursuant to the 
provisions of the Act of February 28, 1947, 
and the Act of May 29, 1884, as amended 
(7 U.S.C. 391; 21 U.S.C. 111-122), including 
expenses in accordance with section 2 of said 
Act of February 28, 1947, the Secretary may 
transfer from other appropriations or funds 
available to the bureaus, corporations, or 
agencies of the Department such sums as 
he may deem necessary, to be available only 
in an emergency which threatens the live
stock or poultry industry of the country, and 
any unexpended balances of funds transferred 
under this head in the next preceding fiscal 
year shall be merged with such transferred 
amounts: PrOt>ided, That this appropriation 
Shall be subject to applicable provisions con
tained In the Item "Salaries and expenses, 
Agricultural Research Service''. 

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I do this in order to 
propound a question to the distinguished 
subcommittee chairman, the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN]. Could 
the gentleman advise us what his plan of 
procedure is for the remainder of the 
time this afternoon? Are you going to 
read the entire bill? 

Mr. WHITrEN. It was my hope to 
read the entire bill. If the session 
stretches out too long, of course, then 
we would rise, say, at 5 o'clock. 

Mr. AVERY. And the gentleman 
hopes to complete work on the bill this 
evening? 

Mr. WHI'ITEN. I certainly would 
hope so, but it will go over until to-
morrow for a final vote. . 

Mr. A VERY. Well, Mr. Chairman, I, 
of course, am in no position to object. It 
was my understanding we were just go

. ing to conclude general debate this after
noon and read the bill under the 5-
minute rule tomorrow. 

Mr. WHI'ITEN. It was my under
standing with the leadership that we 
would proceed but that any vote would go 
over until tomorrow. That was my un
derstanding individually, so that I am 
carrying out what I understood to be the 
situation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

EXTENSION SERVICE 

Cooperative extension work, payments and 
expenses 

Payments to States and Puerto Rico: For 
payments for cooperative agricultural exten
sion work under the Smith-Lever Act, as 
amended by the Act of June 26, 1953 (7 U.S.C. 
341- 348), and the Act of August 11, 1955 (7 
U.S.C. 347a), $54,220,000; and payments and 
contracts for such work under section 
204(b)-205 of the Agricultural Marketing Act 
of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623-1624), $1,495,000; in 
all, $55,715,000: Provided, That funds hereby 
appropriated pursuant to section 3(c) of the 
Act of June 26, 1953, shall not be paid to any 
State or Puerto Rico prior to availability of 
an equal sum from non-Federal sources for 
expenditure during the current fiscal year: 
Provided further, That all of the additional 
funds provided herein shall be used to meet 
expenses at the county level. 

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. KILDAY, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 12117) making appropriations for 
the Department of Agriculture and Farm 
Credit Administration for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1961, and for other pur
poses, had come to no resolution thereon. 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON INTELLI
GENCE MA'ITERS 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I wish 

to advise the House that I have again 
contacted the Committee on Rules, urg
ing favorable action on House Joint Res
olution 31, and similar resolutions pend
ing before the committee. House Joint 

Resolution 31 provides for the establish
ment of a Joint Congressional Commit
tee on Intelligence Matters. 

The recent downing of a U.S. plane 
over Soviet Russia, and the conflicting 
reports that follow, again underscore the 
necessity for the approval of this pro
posal. 

There is a drastic need for improved 
coordination of our Nation's intelligence 
activities, and for better contacts be
tween the Congress and the executive 
branch in this vital field. 

When I first introduced my proposal 
in 1953-in the form of House Concur
rent Resolution 169, 83d Congress-! 
pointed out that over a score of separate 
agencies, offices, and bureaus are inde
pendently engaged in intelligence
gathering activities. 

That the Central Intelligence Agency, 
created for the purpose of coordinating 
and evaluating intelligence, has not given 
adequate emphasis to its basic statutory 
functions and had become an intelli
gence-gathering organization in its own 
right. 

And that intelligence matters have 
been handled in a piecemeal, at times 
almost slipshod manner from the con
gressional standpoint. 

Those facts were in evidence in 1953, 
and they are still in evidence today. 

Two years after my original proposal 
was introduced, the Hoover Commission, 
in its "Report on Intelligence Activities,'' 
endorsed and called for the creation of 
a Joint Congressional Committee on In-
telligence. / 

On June 28, 1955, the Hoover Commis
sion stated-in its one and only recom
mendation on the subject of intelligence 
activities-that our Nation needs a con
gressional "watchdog" committee, pat
terned on the Joint Atomic Energy Com
mittee, to collaborate with the Executive 
on matters of special importance to the 
national security. 

On January 17, 1955, when the 84th 
Congress convened, and even before the 
Hoover Commission submitted its recom
mendations, some 20 Members of this 
House joined me in reintroducing the 
proposal to establish such a "watchdog" 
committee. 

On July 6, 1955, at my request, the 
Committee on Rules granted a hearing 
on this legislation. After 2 days of hear
ings, the committee took no action to 
place the resolution before the House 
but· assigned a subcommittee to study the 
proposal. 

This action was followed by a second 
hearing before the Committee on Rules, 
held on January 31, 1956. In spite of our 
efforts, however, the resolution did not 
advance to the House. 

With the help of interested colleagues, 
I again revived the effort to bring this 
proposal before the House when the 85th 
Congress convened, by introducing 
House Concurrent Resolution 49, and 
asking for an early hearing. 

I followed this by reintroducing the 
proposal in the 86th Congress in the 
form of House Joint Resolution 31 and 
House Concurrent Resolution 11. Both 
of these measures are pending before the 
Committee on Rules. 

Mr. Speaker, I have mentioned aU 
these steps merely to show that the pro-
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posal to establish a Joint Congressional 
Committee on Intelligence Matters is not 
a rash proposal brought out by a single 
international incident. 

It is a well-thought-out measure, 
which I have repeatedly brought to the 
attention of the House for the past 7 
years. 

I do not believe that House considera
tion of this proposal should be delayed 
any longer. The facts of the interna
tional situation, and the facts relating to 
the operations of executive intelligence 
agencies, speak for themselves. 

I earnestly hope that the Committee 
on Rules will promptly schedule House 
Joint Resolution 31, or House Concurrent 
Resolution 11, for :floor debate and a vote. 

RELIEF OF HARDSHIP FOR DIS
PLACED FAMILIES AND BUSI
NESSES 
Mr. RAINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and include ex
traneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RAINS. Mr. Speaker, I have to

day introduced two housing bills, the 
Home Financing Act of 1960 and the 
Relocation Assistance Act of 1960, to 
serve as a frame of reference for the 
extensive hearings on general housing 
legislation to be held by the Housing 
Subcommittee beginning . May 16. I 
would like to emphasize, Mr. Speaker, 
that these two bills incorporate a number 
of new suggestions and proposals to help 
improve our home financing programs 
and to bring relief to families and busi
nesses forced to move because of the 
urban renewal program. I am hopeful 
that the ideas incorporated in these two 
bills will stimulate interest and discus
sion among the many groups who have 
an interest in the many facets of Gov
ernment-assisted housing programs. I 
cannot emphasize too strongly, however, 
that no one should gain the impression 
that the subject matter of our hearing 
will be confined merely to the new ideas 
advanced in the two bills I have intro
duced today. We will, of course, in writ
ing our omnibus housing bill go thor
oughly into all of the problems facing 
existing programs, such as the need to 
provide additional funds for the college 
housing loan program, additional grant 
money for the urban renewal program, 
the question of additional units for the 
low-rent public housing program, the 
problems of military housing, the spe
cial problem of housing for the elderly, 
and so forth. 

Mr. Speaker, I am also inserting in 
the RECORD two brief summaries of the 
main provisions of the two bills. I am 
now having prepared a detailed section
by-section summary which will be avail
able soon for distribution to interested 
persons. I would also like to announce 
in connection with our hearings that 
anyone interested in testifying . should 
contact the subcommittee staff, room 406, 
Old House Office Building, CA-4-3121, 
extensions 4855 or 2258. 

· BRIEF SUMMARY OF THE MAIN :PRovisioNs OF 
THE HOME FINANCING ACT OF 1960 
TITLE I-FHA INSURANCE PROGRAMS 

1. The b111 extends the FHA title I home 
improvement program ,for 2 additional years 
and makes an increase in the insurance au
thorization for that program. 

2. Another section would provide for an 
additional increase in mortgage insurance 
authority for FHA's various programs to keep 
them in full operation. 

3. The bill would provide no-downpay
nient financing on low-cost homes by elim
inating the present 3-percent downpayment 
on FHA loans on the first $13,500 of value. 
Also, the 10-'percent-downpayment factor 
now applicable above $13,500 would extend 
up to $20,000 instead of the present $18,000 
cutoff point, and in addition the 30-percent
downpayment factor on higher valuations 
would be reduced to 25 percent. 

4. The maximum FHA loan on a single
family home would be increased from the 
present $22,500 to $25,000. 

. 5. The present 30-year maximum loan ma
turity would be increased to 35 years. Also, 
the bill would give permissive authority for 
approval by the Commissioner of terms up to 
40 years in hardship cases where the fam
ily could not otherwise meet the monthly 
payments. 

6. The bill would make mandatory a re
duction in the FHA insurance premium from 
the present one-half of 1 percent per annum 
to one-fourth of 1 percent, unless the FHA 
Commissioner makes a formal finding that 
such a reduction cannot be made without 
impairing FHA's reserves. 

7. The present !-percent prepayment pen
alty on FHA loans would be prohibited after 
the loan has matured for 5 years. 

8. The bill also includes a. number of 
amendments to improve the present rental 
housing and cooperative housing programs. 
One important amendment to the coopera
tive housing program would establish a mu
tual mortgage fund for cooperatives so that 
cooperative owners would have the same fi
nancing advantages as those enjoyed under 
the regular FHA sales housing program. 

TITLE 0-EXPANSION OF FNMA SUPPORT 
OPERATIONS 

Part 1. Central mortgage bank 
This part of the bill would make a number 

of important amendments to the present 
secondary mortgage market operations of 
FNMA designed to enable that agency to 
provide the central mortgage banking func
tion which has long been needed to assure 
an adequate supply of mortgage credit to 
the home-building and home-financing in
dustry. To achieve this the bill, among 
other things, would (a) increase FNMA's 
capitalization substantially, (b) authorizes 
the Association to make advance commit
ments to purchase mortgages, and (c) for 
the first time authorize the Association to 
make loans on mortgages pledged by lenders 
as security. 

Another important amendment would 
establish an Industry Advisory Board of 12 
members, 1 from each of the existing Fed
eral Reserve districts. The Board would be 
composed of representatives of the housing 
industry with expert knowledge of the needs 
and problems in the various fields of housing 
activity. 

.Part 2. Special assist(lnce junctions 
To improve FNMA's program to provide 

special assistance for mortgages financing 
specially deserving programs, the bill would 
(a) make par purchase a mandatory perma
nent feature of the special assistance opera
tion, (b) llmit the fees and . charges FNMA 
can make on special assistance mortgages, 
and (c) provide additional funds for the 
President to support deserving programs 

such as urban renewal housing, cooperative 
housing, etc. 

Another important provision would set up 
a. special fund to give financial backing to 
mortgages to finance the nursing homes au
thorized in the Housing Act of 1959. 

TITLE lli-SECONDARY MARKET FOR CONVEN
TIONAL MORTGAGES . 

This title would fill an important gap in 
existing financial support mechanisms in the 
private mortgage market. Savings and loan 
associations are presently the largest single 
source of mortgage financing, and the bill 
would set up a new corporation within the 
Home Loan Bank System with the authority 
to purchase conventional mortgages from 
institutions which are members of the Fed
eral Home Loan Bank System. The corpora
tion would have the authority to issue de
bentures in the private market against its 
portfolio of acquired conventional loans. 
This should p~ovlde a much-needed measure 
of liquidity in the conventional loan field 
and help even out the availability of mort
gage credit in various parts of the country . 
TITLE IV-FHA INSURANCE FOR SITE PREPARA-

TION AND DEVELOPMENT 
This title would authorize an entirely 

new program to permit FHA to insure loans 
to builders and developers to prepare sites 
for residential construction. In many areas 
of the country financing for site develop
ment is extremely difficult or impossible to 
obtain, with the result that too often there 
is a monopoly situation in which land de
velopment is confined only to a few wealthy 
developers. Lack of availability of loans on 
reasonable terms for land development also 
has been an important contributing factor to 
the inflated land costs which plague home
building in many parts of the country. 
TITLE V-DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 
1. In order that our housing and other 

urban problems may be treated. at the high
est levels of Government, the bill would give 
Cabinet f?tatus to housing by creating . a new 
Department of Housing and Urban Affairs. 

2. The functions of the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency would be immediately 
transferred to this new Department and the 
executive branch would be directed to make 
further studies to determine what other 
functions should be included in the new 

. Department. (The bill specifically excludes 
veterans affairs and the functions of the 
Department of Agriculture and the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Board from the new De
partment.) 

BRIEF SUMMARY OF THE MAIN PROVISIONS OF 
THE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1960 

TITLE I-RELOCATION ASSISTANCE 
Relocation payments 

1. ·The bill would raise the ceiling on re
location payments to displaced fam1Ues from 
the present $200 to $300. 

2. While the present $3,000 ceiling on re
location payments to displaced business 
firms is adequate in most cases, it works a 
hardship on those concerns which have 
heavy equipment. In these cases the bill 
would permit the agency to pay total cer
tified actual moving expenses. 

3. The bill would give displaced business 
firms a "reasonable opportunity" to the 
maximum extent feasible to relocate in the 
urban renewal area after development. 

4. The bill would authorize loca1 rede
velopment agencies to retain a full-time 
relocation specialist to assist displaced fami
lies and business concerns. The salary of 
this specialist would be paid in full by the 
agency under such regulations as the Ad
ministrator may prescribe, in the same way 
that the Federal Government now pays the 
full cost of relocation expenses. 
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Small business loans tor concerns displaced 
from urban renewal areas 

- tant move was made in 1877, in the mid
dle of the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78. 
On May 10 of that year Rumanians took 
their destiny into their hands and pro· 
·claimed their independence. Since that 
year, for 83 years, May 10 has been 
celebrated as their national holiday, 
their independence. I gladly join them 
in this anniversary celebration. 

Another provision of the bill would ex
tend relief to business concerns which are 
displaced by urban renewal. This would be 
done by authorizing the Small Business Ad
ministration to make loans on liberal terms 
to reestablish their new businesses. These 
loans would be made on the same basis as 
is now used by SBA in lending to firms 
struck by disasters such as windstorms and 
flood; they would have a term of up to 20 
years and carry an interest rate of 3 percent. ·· THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

TITLE II-LOW-RENT PRIVATE HOUSING FOR TO DECIDE WHETHER THE NEW 
DISPLACED FAMILIES YORK TIMES' ADVERTISING "ALL 

The purpose of this title is to provide re- THE NEWS THAT'S FIT TO PRINT" 
lief for those displaced fam111es whose in- IS FALSE AND MISLEADING AD-
comes are high enough to qualify them for VERTISING IN VIOLATION OF THE 
public housing but yet not quite high 
enough to afford decent private housing. FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 
To do this the b111 would authorize loans to ACT 
nonprofit corporations for the construction 
of rental housing. . Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

These loans would be made for the full ask unanimous consent that the gentle
replacement cost of the project, would have man from Texas [Mr. PATMAN] may ex
maturities up to 60 years, and would have tend his remarks at this point in the 
an interest rate of 2 percent, the same in- RECORD and include extraneous matter. 
terest rate which has made the rural elec-
trification program so successful. These The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
loans would be confined to communities to the request of the gentleman from 
which have workable programs as required Massachusetts? 
by the Housing Act of 1954 for urban re- There was no objection. 
newal assistance. The number of units Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
which may be built in any community would serting in the RECORD a letter which I 
be limited to that which the Administrator 
deterinines is necessary for the relocation of have today written to the Chairman of 
low- and middle-income famllles who have the Federal Trade Commission, raising 
been displaced by urban renewal activities, the question whether advertising by the 
and the Administrator shall publish such New York Times that it prints "all the 
regulations as are necessary to give a priority news that's fit to print" is false and 
in renting to displaced fammes. misleading within the meaning of the 
TITLE m-URBAN RENEWAL AREAs INVOLVING Federal Trade Commission Act. 

HosPrrALs This morning, when I sent this let-
The b111 would make certain expenditures ter to the Federal Trade Commission, 

by hospitals eligible for inclusion as local I also sent a copy to Mr. Arthur Hays 
grants-in-aid on the same terms as expend!- Sulzberger, publisher and chairman of 
tures by colleges and universities under sec- the board of the New York Times Corp. 
tion 112 of the urban renewal law. 

Since Mr. Sulzberger may wish to make 

RUMANIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, the 

peoples of the Balkan Peninsula differ 
from each other in many ways: in 
race, in language, in history, and in 
tradition. They all have, however, one 
great influence in common: their will
ingness to fight for their freedom, and 
in adverse circumstances they have all 
shared the same fate. The Rumanians, 
as one of the largest of the peoples in 
the peninsula, have of course suffered a 
similar fate. 

Early in modem times their country 
was overrun by the Ottoman Turks, and 
they were subjected to the unwelcome 
and harsh rule of their conquerors. For 
centuries they tried hard to free them
selves from the oppressive yoke of their 
overlords, but most of their attempts 
ended in failure. In the middle of the 
last century, however, they had better 
luck. At the end of the Crimean War, 
in 1856, they gained autonomous status 
and this was obtained with the guar
antee of the European powers. That 
was the first step in the rise of modem 
Rumania. The next and most impor-

a public comment, and will not have re
ceived this letter until tonight .or to
morrow morning, I am inserting the 
letter in the RECORD without prior re
lease to the press, so that it will be 
available for the first time tomorrow 
morning, in which case Mr. Sulzberger 
may be prepared to comment, should he 
care to comment. 

Bon. EARL W. KINTNER, 
Chairman, 
Federal Trade Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 

MAY 10, 1960. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The new and en
larged way in which the New York Times 
is advertising its claim that it prints "All 
the news that's fit to print", has prompted 
a serious question whether this claim 1s 
false and misleading within the meaning of 
the Federal Trade Commission Act and thus 
violates the law which is intended to pro
tect the public against false and deceptive 
advertising. 

Surely this questionable claim has a 
tendency to make the public believe, and 
probably does make the public believe, that 
the New York Times is superior to other 
newspapers which must compete with it for 
advertisers' patronage and, accordingly, for 
readers. Competing papers, on the other 
hand, do not and cannot, truthfully, claim 
that they print .all of the news that's fit to 
print. 

The observation has been made that the 
New York Times certainly does not print all 
the news, and rarely prints all the important 
news, such as that concerning the operation 
of the Federal Government here in Washing
ton. 

Consequently, in view of the campaign to 
eradicate advertising which has a tendency 
or capacity to-deceive or mislead the public.:_ 
which has included ferreting out and con
demning "payola,". prohibiting use of the 
word "free," condemning claiinS of "former" 
prices which are not truly the prices pre
viously charged, and so on-it appears the 
FTC should give specific attention to the 
New York Times' claim that it prints all the 
news that's fit to print. 

Further, in view of your many speeches 
on "The Importance of Iritegrity in Adver
tising" which indicate that you are mobiliz
ing the FTC against all falsity in advertis
ing, it has been suggested that I call this 
matter to your attention for the Commis
sion's consideration and action. 

If efforts to clean up false and misleading 
advertising claims are to meet with reason
ably prompt success, surely the place to be
gin is with the claims of the leading adver
tising media, since the character of the 
claims these media indulge in no doubt 
serves as a persuasive example for the other 
advertisers. 

Please be good enough to advise me at 
· your earliest convenience what conclusion 
the Commission reaches in this matter. In 
the meantime, should you need assistance 
in comp111ng evidence on the fact that the 
New York Times has ~ot printed all of the 
news that's fit to print, please let me know, 
as such assistance has been offered to me. 

Please be assured of my support for any 
legislation which the Commission should 

· believe it needs to strengthen its powers to 
halt false and deceptive advertising. 

Sincerely yours, 
WRIGHT PATMAN. 

FISHERIES RESEARCH AND 
MARKETING 

The SPEAKER. Under previous or
der of the House, the gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. CoFFIN] is recognized for 30 
minutes. 

Mr. COFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
explain the purposes and terms of sev
eral bills identical to H.R. 12141, to 
amend the fisheries research and mar
keting provisions of the Saltonstall
Kennedy Act, introduced today by the 
gentleman from California [Mr. GEORGE 
P. MILLER]-H.R. 12144-the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. THOMPSON]-H.R. 
12147-the gentleman from North Caro
lina [Mr. LENNON]-H.R. 12143-the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. AN
FUsol-H.R. 12142-the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. PELLY]-H.R. 12146-
my colleague the gentleman from Maine 
[Mr. OLIVER]-H.R. 12145-and myself. 

LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND 
In 1954 Senate bill 2802 and House bill 

7641 became law. They amended section 
2 of the act of August 11, 1939 <53 Stat. 
1411>, by requiring the transfer of 30 
percent of the gross receipts from duties 
collected under the customs laws on 
fishery products from the Department 
of Agriculture to the Department of the 
Interior. The fund so established was to 
be used to conduct technological, biolog
ical, and related research programs in 
fisheries. The Secretary of the Interior 
was directed as far as practicable to co
operate with other Federal agencies and 
with State or local governmental agen
cies and other groups and individuals in 
this program. 

Part of the essence of the approach 
was Federal-State cooperation. As was 



1960 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - -HOUSE 9903 
stated in debate on the floor of the · Sen
ate-coNRGESSIONAL REcORD, volume 100, 
part 5, page 6583: 

Under the pending b111, the Secretary of 
the Interior will cooperate with the states, 
which are conducting studies relative to 
their individual problems, such as pollution, 
methods of catching, industry problems, con
servation measures, and other difficulties pe
culiar to their particular areas. 

This was an admirable example of a 
Federal program strengthening the 
economy of the Nation through the use 
of the States as laboratories. 
EXPERIENCE UNDER SALTONSTALL-KENNEDY ACT 

Our experience under this act, Mr. 
Speaker, has fallen short of this concept 
of widespread State-Federal participa
tion. 

Although the original intent of the 
Saltonstall-Kennedy Act in providing re
search and marketing funds was to 
stimulate expanded activities in these 
fields, especially at the State level, each 
year the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries 
has been forced to divert these funds to 
its regular research, formerly financed 
wholly out of appropriations, with the 
result that (a) Saltonstall-Kennedy 
funds have been drained away from 
State agencies and institutions, and (b) 
the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries 
budget has been held at an artificially 
low level. During fiscal year 1960, $4.4 
million of the $5.1 million available for 

· research and marketing assistance has 
been spent on Bureau of Commercial 
Fisheries operated programs. Of the re
mainiJ:lg $700,000, approximately $460,-
000 was spent through contracts with 
educational institutions, $69,000 went to 
State institutions under contracts, and 
the remainder was handled through 
other institutions. 

There has been considerable dissatis
faction wjth the program as it has op
erated. States have found it difficult to 
get increased funds from State legisla
tures, because members of the legisla
tures have suggested that funds be ob
tained from those available under the 
Saltonstall-Kennedy Act. At the same 
time, State agencies have felt that they 
are not receiving their fair share of 
funds under the Saltonstall-Kennedy 
Act. 

Universities have complained because 
the Saltonstall-Kennedy Act makes no 
provision for grants, similar to those 
made by many other Federal agencies, 
for the basic research which these in
stitutions believe they must conduct. 
The universities have found also that 
there is no assurance of continuity in 
the Saltonstall-Kennedy program which 
would aid them in their primary respon
sibility of producing research personnel 
for fisheries work. 

The failure of the Law of the Sea Con
ference to accept the United States
Canada compromise proposal to extend 
territorial seas to 6 miles and the fish
er ies zone to 12 miles will most certainly 
create serious problems in this area in 
coming years. It is anticipated that 
some nations will extend the fisheries 
zone unilaterally. In order to work out 
favorable and desirable bilateral agree
ments much more intensive fisheries re
search will be required. Since this is 

basically a Federal problem; ' affecting 
the States, it is only fair that the Federal 
Government should assist the States in 
meeting the added financial costs which 
will stem from these developments. 

THE PROPOSAL 

Under the proposed amendment, the 
research and marketing funds, after 
deducting 8 percent for administrative 
costs, would be divided into thirds, with 
one-third going for grants, one-third for 
contracts and one-third for States on 
a matching fund basis. The allocation 
to the States would be based on a for
mula involving the volume and value of 
their fisheries and the number of fisher
men engaged in the fisheries industry. 

This amendment would restore the 
program to its original objective, and 
would enable States to do research on 
problems peculiar to their own fishing 
industries. The contract and grant pro
visions would allow universities to de
velop continuity in their own programs, 
training qualified personnel, supple
menting the work of the Bureau of Com
mercial Fisheries, and doing basic 
research. The matching fund provision 
would increase the amount spent on 
fisheries by about $1 ,600,000 annually. 

There is ample precedent for the 
matching fund approach, including the 
Dingell-Johnson and Pittman-Robertson 
programs administered by the Bureau of 
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife in the De
partment of the Interior. 

EFFECT ON OTHER PROGRAMS 

some objections may be raised to the 
proposal, on grounds that it will inter
fere with the regular Bureau of Com
mercial Fisheries research program, now 
financed in large part by Saltonstall
Kennedy funds. This is not the inten
tion of the proponents. We do not wish 
to curtail any work which t he Bureau of 
Commercial Fisheries is presently doing, 
either with regular or Saltonstall
Kennedy funds. 

If this amendment were enacted, it 
would, for fiscal year 1962, be necessary 
for the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries 
to ask the Bureau of the Budget and 
Congress to add to its regular appro
priation enough funds to carry out its 
regular duties. The Saltonstall-Ken
nedy funds would be doing the job they 
were intended to do and would there
fore no longer be a substitute for regu
lar appropriations. The amendment 
would have no effect on fiscal year 1961. 

The proposed change would put all 
regular projects in one place, where they 
should be, and would not increase Bu
reau of Commercial Fisheries' employ
ment or expenditures. It would use 
Saltonstall-Kennedy funds for those 
special purposes for which they were in
tended, such as grants, contracts, and 
help to the States, especially in critical 
or urgent situations. It would restore 
the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries 
budget to a realistic basis. 

It should · be noted that a somewhat 
similar shift of funds was approved for 
the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild- · 
life, this year, when it was determined 
that all duck stamp funds would be 
used for wet lands acquisition. At the 
same time an increase of $3.8 million in 
the regular budget for an equal sum, 

formerly financed from duck stamp 
funds for wildlife research, was pro
vided. 

This legislation would not adversely 
affect the Magnuson oceanography bill, 
because it covers a much broader field 
of recipients--States, commercial or
ganizations, universities, and other pri
vate institutions-and activities-mar
ket development, education, and biologi
cal, technological, and related research. 

ADVANTAGES OF GREATER FEDERAL-STATE 
PARTICIPATION 

There are several research adminis
trative and psychological advantages to 
the State-Federal practice of matching 
fund appropriations. Among these ad
vantages are: 

First. Better coordination of Federal
State fisheries research. 

Second. Better cooperation between 
Federal-State agencies in fisheries re
search. 

Third. Better use of strengths of State 
agencies-local and background knowl
edge, more intimate acquaintance with 
industry problems, previous research, 
continuity of research effort, experience 
in resource management, experience in 
working with local government--and 
those of Federal agency-special facili
ties in laboratory, equipment, boats; 
highly specialized personnel; breadth of 
experience. 

Fourth. Minimizing duplication of re
search effort. 

Fifth. Establishment and definition 
of cooperative research responsibility of 
State and Federal Government. 

Sixth. More careful scrutiny of re
search programs. 

Seventh. Better use of individual 
agency facilities. In other words State 
facilities would be available for Federal 
use and vice versa. 

Eighth. Better "pooling" of talents, 
facilities, installations, equipment, and 
so forth. 

Ninth. Better use of specialists
either State or Federal-for problems 
which require specialists-not limited to 
biological problems. 

Tenth. Elimination of "no man's 
lands" and "blind spots" in research 
which presently exist because neither 
State nor Federal agencies have been 
able to do the work. 

Mr. Speaker, we who have introduced 
these bills today feel that this is con
structive legislation which attempts to 
make a good program better. This bill 
contemplates no subsidy. It is a na
tional investment in a national resource. 
We are hopeful that it will receive close 
study from the Subcommittee on Fish
eries and Wildlife Conservation of the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, from the executive branch, 
and particularly from the State com
missioners of fisheries of our 22 States 
which depend partly on the products of 
the sea for their prosperity. 

In conclusion, I wish to submit the fol
lowing statement by the Maine Commis
sioner of Sea and Shore Fisheries, Ron
ald W. Green, in support of this pro
posal: 

"In spite of the rapid increase in the 
world's population and the ·resulting need 
for additional sources of high-protein foods, 
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and in spite of a general nationwide eco
nomic prosperity, the fishing industry
particularly the New England segment--is 
showing a continued decline. Evidence of 
this steady downward trend may be found 
in all phases of the industry: in the increas
ing numbers of overage vessels presently em
ployed in the New England fleet, in the slow 
rate of replacement by means of new con
struction, in the decreasing aznount of avail
able investment capital, and in static level 
of the income o! both producers and p~
essors. 

There a.re many reasons for the failure of 
the fishing industry to achieve the progress 
so obvious in other economic activities. Two 
of the more fundamental causes are a lack 
of sufficient scientific knowledge based on 
research, and a need for a specific, aggressive 
market development program which would 
enable the industry to meet its intensive 
competition. 

Organized marine research is a relatively 
new development. In fact, only in the last 
decade or so have systematic studies been 
undertaken by the Bureau of Commercial 
Fisheries of the U.S. Fish and Wild
life Service and various State fisheries 
agencies. Thus marine research is actually 
as young as space research-and by no 
means as well supported financially. · 

For the most part fishing enterprises are 
small, and indiYidual firms usually lack ade
quate capital for either research or market 
development programs of their own. In ad
dition, there has been a long-standing 
tendency on the part of the fishing industry 
to look to the past, rather than to the future. 
Improved marine engines and the intro
duction of electronic devices have not basic
ally altered the tradi tiona! fishing methods 
of the past 15,000 years. Fishing is still 
a hunting activity dependent upon the net, 
the hook and the spear, just {\8 it was in 
mesolithic times. Even where a departure 
from this philosophy has been attempted, 
inadequate scientific information has pre
vented a dependably high order of opera
tional emciency. 

This approach has also carried over to a 
considerable degree into the industry's mar
keting e:ll'orts. It is true, of course, that 
duty-free imports of seafood products have 
creasted serious problems for the indu&try. 
On the other hand, those segments of the 
fisheries which have a marketing program 
geared to present-day competitive standards 
have enjoyed some measure of economic 
prosperity. 

As a result of this inclination on the part 
of much of the fishing industry to look back
ward instead of ahead, much research has 
been based on a series of crises in the in
dustry. The Long Island Sound oyster
starfish crisis, the Pacific salmon problem, 
red tide, mass mortalities of shellfish, and 
the decline of the California pilchard fishery 
are a few examples which emphasize the fact 
that too often research was not encouraged 
until after some catastrophe upset the fish
ery. For a sound research program, this is 
the worst possible approach; yet, in spite of 
this handicap, much valuable information 
has been obtained. Thus it is likely that a 
more adequate research prograzn will give 
results as spectacular as those obtained in 
other scientific ftelds. In short, when re
search efforts are increased manyfold, then 
and only then, will we begin to meet the 
most urgent needs of the industry. 

In the same way, a considerable proportion 
of the fishing industry's e:ll'orts to promote, 
advertise, and market its products have been 
based on reactions to crises. Sudden fluc
tuations in prices have frequently touched 
o:IJ hasty advertising and promotional ef
forts aimed only at meeting an emergency 
and altogether lacking in continuity or long
range purpose. Most fisheries firms simply 

do not have the funds with which · to con
duct well-planned advertising and market 
development programs on a nationwide scale. 
Further., too often such promotional efforts 
as there have been in the past were of the 
shotgun variety-a blast fired at random 
with no specific target in sight. 

The proposed amendment to the Salton
stall-Kennedy Act, which would provide 
funds for joint Federal-State research and 
market .development programs, would be a 
most progressive step and should do much to 
help solve many of the fishing industry's 
problems. ' 

As far as research is concerned, such a 
jointly supported program would enable Fed
eral and State fisheries agencies to coordi
nate their respective efforts more effectively, 
thereby keeping duplication to a minimum. 
Better use of available personnel, particu
larly specialists, would be possible, and in 
addition facilities and equipment ~ could be 
pooled. A better use could be made of back
ground knowledge possessed by marine 
scientists of the Bureau of Commercial 
Fisheries and of the close acquaintanceship 
with the industry's problems which is main
tained by State agencies. Research propos
als would be more carefully scrutinized, 
and areas where research is not being done
in the "no man's land" not now covered by 
either Federal or State programs-would be 
reduced. 

As far as market development is concerned, 
such a jointly supported program would 
make possible substantial increases in cur
rent promotional and marketing e:ll'orts. 
Such expansion is essential, if the fishing 
industry is to meet the growing competition 
from high protein, non:flsh food products 
such as poultry and meat. It is also es
sential, if the industry is to meet the in
creasingly stiff competition provided by im
ported fisheries products, many of which 
start out with a clear-cut advantage, thanks 
to their own well-established market-de
velopment programs and to Government 
subsidies at home. 

A joint marketing program would enable 
Federal specialists to carry on a general cam
paign to increase the sales and consumption 
of fisheries products, while at the State level 
more specific projects could be conducted in 
close cooperation with the fisheries firms 
concerned. In this way a well-thought-out 
overall program could be developed aimed 
at the long-term prosperity of the fishing in
dustry. Crash programs and stopgap emer
gency efforts to shore up a distressed seg
ment of the industry would be eliminated. 
A vital continuity would be established, and 
up-to-date methods could then be applied 
to the advertising, promotion and sales of 
fisheries products, similar to those which 
are proving so successful in other industries 
today. 

Perhaps one of the most attractive fea
tures of this proposal is that it will not re
quire additional Federal funds. By earmark
ing a portion of Saltonstall-Kennedy money 
for this purpose, Congress will make avail
able $2 for every dollar now being spent 
by the Bureau of Commercial Fisher
ies-thanks to State participation. In addi
tion, the proposed amendment will stimulate 
State interest and activity in an area where 
State responsibility is increasingly needed. 
It will also encourage industry and local par
ticipation in both scientific and marketing 
endeavors_and will serve to reduce the tradi
tional inertia produced by the lack of clearly 
defined policies. 

In short, a close correlation between bio
logical, economic and technological studies 
and progr,ams of market research and de
velopment should do much to revitalize the 
fishing industry and to help it achieve 
solvency in a highly competitive fteld. 

-The text of H.R. 12141 follows: 
H.R. 12141 

A bill to aznend the act of August 11, 1939, 
with respect to the allocation of funds 
available under that Act, and for other 
purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That subsection 
(e) of section 2 of the Act entitled "An Act 
to authorize the Federal Surplus Commod
ities Corporation to purchase and distribute 
surplus products of the fishing industry," ap
proved August 11, 1939, as aznended ( 15 
U.S.C., sec. 713c-3), is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(e) The fund created for the use of the 
Secretary of the Interior under subsection 
(a) of this section and the annual accruals 
thereto shall be available for each year here
after until expended by the Secretary of the 
Interior. After deducting 8 percentum for 
his expenses in the conduct of necessary 
investigations, administration, and execu
tion of this Act the Secretary of the Interior 
is directed to allocate funds for the purposes 
mentioned in this section to the agencies, 
organizations, and individuals mentioned 
in this section as follows: 

" ( 1) one-third in the form of grants; 
"(2) one-third in the form of contracts; 

and 
"(3) one-third for apportionment on an 

equitable basis, as the Secretary of the Inte
rior may d.etermine, among the several 
States. In making such apportionments the 
Secretary of the Interior shall take into 
account the extent of the fishing industry 
within each State as compared with the total 
fishing industry of the United States · and 
such other factors as may be relevant in view 
of the purposes of this section. 
Any State desiring to avail itself of the bene
fits of this section shall, through its State 
fisheries department, submit to the Secretary 
of the Interior fUll and detailed statements of 
any project proposed for that State. If the 
Secretary of the Interior finds that such 
project is consistent with the purposes of 
this section, and meets with standards to be 
established by him and otherwise approves 
such project, the State fisheries department 
shall furnish him such detailed surveys, 
plans, specifications, and estimates with re
spect to such project as he may request. If 
the Secretary of the Interior approves such 
detailed surveys, plans, specifications, and 
estimates, he shall so notify the State fish
eries department. No part of any moneys 
apportioned under this subsection shall be 
paid with respect to any project until the 
detailed surveys, plans, specifications, and 
estimates have been approved by the Secre
tary of the Interior, and not more than 50 
percent of the total estimated cost of the 
approved project shall be pa-id from funds 
made avallable under this section. If any 
funds made available for an approved project 
under this section are ·not used by the State 
for that project, that State shall not receive 
any further funds under this section until it 
shall have replaced the misapplied funds." 

SEc. 2. The amendment made by the first 
section of this Act shall take effect as of 
July 1, 1961. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COFFIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

ABRAHAM LINCOLN 

Mr. SCHWENOEL. Mr. Speaker, next 
May 18 will be a historic day in the 
United States. It will be just 100 years 
to the day since Abraham Lincoln was 
nominated for President of the United 
States on the Republican ticket. We, in 
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accordance with the wishes· of Congress 
expressed -in a resolution unanimously 
passed, have just finished a year's com
memoration of the 150th anniversary of 
his birth. The national and interna
tional response to, the acceptance of the 
Lincoln story, the tribute to this great 
American has never been surpassed in 
history. Most of you will recall the joint 
session, February 12, 1959, which was 
provided for in House Joint Resolution· 
648 of 1958 and concurred in by House 
Resolution 57 in 1959, when for the first 
time a private citizen of the United 
States who has never served in a high_ 
office spoke to us in joint session and to 
the American people on the subject of 
Abraham Lincoln. This private citizen, 
eminent poet, historian, and scholar, 
spoke movingly and most appropriately 
to us. Not only did all of the news serv
ices in this country note this occasion 
but the world noted it, too. This occa
sion was even noted behind the Iron 
Curtain. 

Now, you and I know that only a Lin
coln could inspire and a Carl Sandburg 
to produce such literature. 

This occasion and the lesson presented 
from the podium in the House by this 
scholar was good for each of us. It has 
been said that a nation may be judged 
by its heroes. If this be true, then it 
cannot be wrong for us to use this House 
and take advantage of every opportunity 
to recall our heritage and the great 
blessings that have been ours because 
we were fortunate to have such men in 
the crucial times of our history. 

Mr. Speaker, I know of no more effec
tive form of mass education in American 
history and the American tradition than . 
the manner we used on February 12, 
1959. It had the compelling impact of 
an immediate news event. A Lincoln, a 
Jefferson, a Hamilton, a Washington 
celebration draws into a massive cooper
ative mechanism the Government itself 
and all its branches. It puts to work the 

· vast and farflung apparatus of all forms 
of communication media-radio, televi
sion, the public prints. It adds to all 
these the finest and noblest living spirits 
and organizations in American culture. 
It is, or can be, a brilliant interlock of 
public and private · enterprise aimed to 
excite the American heritage, needed so 
much in these times. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, permit me to 
ask unanimous consent to set aside 2 
hours of the proceedings of this House 
on Wednesday, May 18, to commemo
rate the centennial of Abraham Lin
coln's nomination 'for the Presidency of 
the United States. 

Mr. SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, the 

implications of the action then taken by 
the national convention are clear to all 
of us. An unknown prodigy from the 
prairies would contend with illustrious 
statesmen for the highest office i:h the 
land. A compromise candidate would 
be elected by a minority of the people. 

But this proposal for suitable observ
ance is not made in any spirit of proprie
tary pride or party consciousness. On 

the contrary, it is intended to discover 
what lessons the. canvass of 1860 may 
impart to all of us, whatever our alle
giance, 100 years later, as we approach 
another critical, another climactic cam
paign. 

Then, as now, decisions were fraught 
with difficulty and dissension. Then, as 
now, issues, momentous and portentous, 
were taut and fragile. Then, as now, 
passion, prejudice, and panic threatened 
reason. The two-party system, under 
which the country had flourished -and 
prospered, could find no accommodation 
and finally was abandoned. Ancient 
loyalties were forsaken for strange, tran
sient, and uncomfortable fealties. Anger 
broke the land and the hearts of its in
habitants. It was a parlous, a reckless 
time. "The better angels of our na
ture" had failed us. 

Surely, from the perspective of a cen
tury we should gain wisdom, ·perception,. 
and that strong, sturdy sense of stead
fast reconciliation. We should con
front our problems with keener minds 
and sounder judgments. We should be 
guided exclusively by principle and be
lief, making our choices with the detach
ment and objectivity which only free 
men can enjoy. And we should listen, 
attentively listen, as Mr. Lincoln re
minds us: 

It is now 72 years since the first inaugura
tion of a President under our National Con
stitution. During the period between then 
and now, 15 different and greatly distin
guished citizens have, in succession, admin
istered the executive branch of the Gov
ernment. They have conducted it through 
many perils and, on the whole, with great 
success. 

Our new President, whoever he may 
be, whatever his party, will be a greatly 
distinguished citizen to whom we shall . 
all wish great success. 

Mr. Speaker, on the 18th I shall dis
cuss the importance of the decisions 
made at that convention and the other 
political conventions of that year; and I 
invite all my colleagues to whatever ob
servation they may desire on how their 
own States influence was felt in shaping 
the destiny of our Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, at the annual meeting of 
the Lincoln Group of Washington, D.C .• 
last April 28, Mr. Lloyd Dunlap, consult
ant for the Civil War observance for the 
Library of Congress and an able, dedi
cated, and thorough student of Lincoln, 
gave an excellent paper on Lincoln's 
nomination in which he captured the 
atmosphere and spirit of the convention, 
discussed in some detail the events that 
led to Lincoln's nomination and related 
the drama developed there and the pro
gram adopted which became so impor
tant in shaping the history of our coun
try. Because this may be helpful to those 
who are planning to share with me the 
time that the House has so graciously 
extended for May 18 in planning their 
own remarks in relation to the impor
tance of this event to their own State and 
their own political party, I am asking 
unanimous consent that this fine disser
tation by Mr. Dunlap be placed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

'There was no objection. 
<The matter referred to is as follows: ) 

A century past there were four national 
political conventions and one real issue. In 
that darkening year and in the darker ones 
to follow, men stood for, or against, several 
things; but there was no question on what 
the trouble was really about. Slavery was 
the problem; and only a few years before, 
the way some men felt about it had led 
them to leave old parties and form a new 
one. These men-radical, conservative, mod
erate-the Republicans of 1860-now were 
gathering in Chicago ·for their second na
tional convention. Only a few weeks be
fore, the way other men, in another city, 
had felt about the question had split the 
Democratic Party, and created a situation 
whereby the next President of the United 
States would not be the choice of a majority 
of the voters. In a time charged with con
flict and cleavage, men would act in an at
mosphere of crusade, compromise and carni
val to reach a decision of vast and enduring 
significance to their Nation and to genera
tions then unborn. The prayer opening the 
third day, with its reference to the "evil in 
our midst" and the hope that the action of 
the delegates will somehow prevail against 
it and shape the pattern of things to come, 
has a prophetic ring. 

But in Chicago on Saturday, May 12, J!len 
did not busy themselves with reflection and 
cloudy speculations. There was work to be 
done. A convention and a campaign lay 
ahead. A morning paper sounded the call: 

"Come all and put a shoulder to the wheel, 
for tonight the ball begins to roll and the 
signal guns of the approaching contest be
tween freedom and slavery will be fired." 

These magnificently mixed :metaphors were 
an invitation to the dedication of the wig
wam, a crude wooden building hastily erect
ed to house the convention. Here thousands 
of the partisan and curious paid 25 cents ad
mission to listen to bands, admire the gas 
lighting, and cheer the oratory of half a 
dozen orators, including the Reverend John 
Johns, a delegate from Fort Dodge, Iowa, who 
had walked 150 miles to reach a railroad 
to bring him to Chicago. 

Described as the largest auditorium in the 
United States, the Wigwam, 180 by 100 feet, 
was built on the southeast corner of Lake 
and Market Streets. Intended as a proto
type of other . wigwams, large and small, 
throughoutout the country (at least in cer
tain parts of the country) and modeled 
after the Crystal Palace in New York, the 
structure was basically three wooden sides 
anchored to a brick wall. The delegates 
were seated in oblique rows, half facing the 
audience, on a large stage divided by a dais. 
The secretaries worked immediately in front 
of the chairman and on the far edge of the 
platform was space for the press. Facing 
and below the stage was a series of wide 
landings sloping upward. Above all was a 
three-sided gallery. For $7,000 the Repub
licans had erected, in a remarkably short 
time, a building which had good lighting, 
excellent acoustics, wide aisles and exits and, 
most significant, space for 10,000 people. 
A new dimension would be added to this 
convention, the contagious nature of mass 
enthusiasm. 

The raw interior was decorated with bunt
ing, rosettes, evergreens, a gilt eagle, ab
stractions of Truth and Justice, and portraits 
and busts of American statesmen. 

Although the convention would not begin 
until Wednesday, by Sunday, three persons 
who would play a large part in what hap
pened were in Chicago and at work. 

In the elegant Richmond House, armed 
with confidence and apparently vast sums of 
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money, a New Yorker dispensed champagne 
and cigars. This was Thurlow Weed, who 
wanted to nominate William H. Seward. In 
the Tremont House, equipped with the in
fluence of a great newspaper, another New 
Yorker gave out predictions and sugges
tions. This was Horace Greeley, who want-· 
ed to nominate anybody but Seward-pref
erably. Edward Bates, but anybody but 
Seward. Also in the Tremont House, utiliz
ing the advantages of geography, the unique 
appeal of his candidate, an understanding 
of men and politics, and a flexible conscience, 
a portly judge from Bloomington, Til., worked 
arduously to accomplish his mission. This 
was David Davis, who wanted to nominate 
Abraham Lincoln. Around Davis, the self
proclaimed and unomcialleader, dedicated to 
the extent of personally footing the bill and 
bribing of the proprietor for rooms, was a 
group of Lincoln's friends and colleagues
Norman B. Judd, Jesse K. DuBois, Leonard 
Swett, Jesse K. Fell, Ward Hill Lamon, Or
ville H. Browning, Gustave Koerner, and 
others. There is no lac'k of men willing to 
accept credit for nominating Lincoln. 

On Monday, the campaign clubs were 
parading the decorated streets; a dozen ran
roads were bringing more thousands to jam 
the city; there was an abundance of fire
works, cannon, oratory, and occasions for 
another parade and more noise. For ex
ample, the early hours of Tuesday were 
shattered by the reception given the Penn
sylvania delegation; 600 strong, including 2 
bands, all traveling in the interests of a pro
tective tariff and Simon Cameron, and 
through the courtesy of Col. Thomas A. Scott 
and the Pennsylvania Railroad. 

Weed had noted the size of the Wigwam 
and the New York contingent required 13 
cars to transport 1,000 highly vocal, aggres
sive, confident men, including the heavy
weight champion and a remarkable reporter, 
Wise in the ways of conventions. He wrote 
that the New Yorkers could "Drink as much 
whisky, swear as loud and long, sing as bad 
songs, and 'get up and howl' as ferociously as 
any crowd of Democrats you ever heard or 
heard of." 

But !rom the small towns and !arms of 
nunois came the greatest number of visitors. 
The word had spread; the railroads had co
operated; and thousands of nunoisans 
jammed tbe hotels, slept on billiard tables, 
cheered for a man they knew, and gaped at 
the Wigwam and the rival attraction display
ed outside, ominous in its connotations. A 
bowie knife, 7 feet long, weighing 40 pounds, 
symbolized how far men from Virginia and 
Wisconsin were growing apart. A sharp clash 
in Congress had brought a challenge, accept
ance, and a choice of knives for weapons. 

By 11:30 on Wednesday morning, the 
ticketholders had been admitted, and this 
was the scene as the doors were thrown open: 

"Three doors about 20 feet wide each, were 
simultaneously thrown open, and three tor
rents of men roared in, rushing headlong for 
front positions. The standing room, holding 
4,500 persons, was packed in about 5 minutes. 
The gallery, where only gentlemen accom
panied by ladies were admitted, and which 
contains nearly 3,000 persons, was already 
full. • • • Ladies to accompany gentlemen 
were in demand--schoolgirls were found on 
the street, and given a quarter each to see a 
gentleman safe in. other girls • • • were 
much sought after as escorts. One of them 
being • • • offered half a dollar • • • ex
cused herself by saying she had already 
taken two men in at each of the three doors." 

A woman carrying a basket of washing and 
a souvenir-selling Indian squaw were among 
other escorts noted. 

Edwin D. Morgan, of New York, national 
chairman, opened the convention at 12:10. 
David Wilmot, of Pennsylvania, was made 
temporary chairman; and after the customary 
speech, the routine of organization began, 
with many of the delegates noticeably reluc-

tant to begin work. By 2 o'clock, when the 
convention adjourned, Uttle had been done, 
~argely beCause the Chicago Board of Trade 
had invited the delegates to an excursion on 
Lake Michigan, thereby setting off a series 
of resolutions, cheers, self-righteous remind
ers of business to be done, and padiamentary 
tangles which led nowhere. 

The delegates reconvened at 5: 15 with 
George A. Ashmun, of Massachusetts, as 
permanent chairman. A select committee 
reported that the board of trade had in
formed them that the steamer would leave 
in an "hour and suggested that the conven
tion could meet on deck and use the cabins 
as caucus rooms. Another lake became in
volved when Judd presented Ashmun with 
a gavel made from Commodore Perry's flag
ship and suggested that the convention motto 
l?e: "Don't give up the ship." In N<;>vember 
they could further quote by wiring Washing
ton, "We have met the enemy, and they are 
ours." 

Ashmun's acceptance speech contained the 
required reterence to the harmony among the 
delegates. The cynical observer commented 
that "his hearing is deplorably impaired." 
Certainly he could not have been among the 
Seward men where the mildest description of 
Horace Greeley was "damned old ass." 

A committee on resolutions was appointed 
and the convention adjourned until 10 
o'clock Thursday. The important events of 
Wednesday obviously did not take place 
before 10,000 people. 

On Thursday morning, the Seward backers 
marched in confident splendor behind a band 
playing "Oh, Isn't He a Darling." Opposite 
the Tremont House three cheers for Seward 
were given for the benefit of Horace Greeley 
and the adherents of the man who was 
emerging as their chief rival, Abraham 
Lincoln. 

In the Wigwam the Seward men filed into 
the favored positions they had occupied the 
day before. Gilmore's band from Boston 
entertained the packed house, before Ash
mun opened business by clearing the stage 
and finding ro9m for the delegates. 

The first clash of the convention was a 
successful test of Seward strength. The 
majority report from the rules committee 
called for a majority of all the States to 
nominate; the Seward bloc insisted that the 
figure should be a majority of those actually 
present. Knowing their early strength and 
anxious for a quick decision, the Seward 
men succeeded in sending the report back 
to committee and getting their figure, 233, 
established as the total necessary for nomi
nation. 

The credentials report brought heated 
words. A Texas delegation, with a distinct 
Michigan and Seward flavor, was challenged. 
This raised the question of the validity of 
the delegations · from Virginia, Kentucky, 
Maryland, and the District of Columbia. 
Wilmot charged that no Republican organi
zation existed in these States. The Border 
State men replied that they were the ones 
who had really suffered for the cause. Fur
ther, they were not attending the conven
tion as Republicans, not under the banner 
of the People's Party as was a part of Penn
sylvania. Charles Armour of Maryland pro
nounced dramatically: "We are unpur
chased, and unpurchaseable. And we tell 
Pennsylvania to put that in her pipe and 
smoke it." This question was also referred 
to committee, and again New York prevailed 
when all the delegations were admitted, 
thereby making it possible for Virginia to 
cast more votes for Lincoln's nomination 
than did Illinois. 

The afternoon session began at 3: 15. 
Again the Wigwam was jammed and outside 
were packed 20,000 more who were placated 
by speakers sent out from the hall. 

The omcial record is at times a most con
fusing document. Resolutions were put and 

then lost sight of, at times no one was cer
tain of the question, and occasionally the 
reporter admitted frankly that he could not 
hear what had been said. There are also 
enough instances of interruptions, hootings, 
and laughter, and rudeness to make it obvi
ous that the convention on occasion must 
have been nearly chaotic. 

The confusion rose to a crescendo on the 
afternoon of May 17. First, there was the 
question of the platform. Joshua Giddings 
of Ohio rose to speak. David K. Cartter, 
also of Ohio (a hopelessly divided delega
tion), insisted on shutting off discussion, 
but no motion to adopt the platform had 
yet been made nor had copies of the reso
lutions been distri~uted. The crowd began 
to shout for Giddings; aids began handing 
out copies. In the disorder Cartter was 
voted down; questioned the votes; and was 
voted down again. 

When Giddings could be heard he asked 
only that the second section of the platform 
be amended to include the words of the 
Declaration of Independence. In the debate, 
Cartter rudely referred to "this amendment 
and the gas expended upon it," and Eli: 
Thayer remarked that he believed in the 
Ten Commandments but he did not neces
sarily want them in the platform. The 
amendment was voted down. The old man 
rose and said: "I will detain this convention 
no longer. I offer this because our party 
was formed upon it. It grew upon it. It 
has existed upon it, and when you leave out 
this truth, you leave out the party." Then, 
the observer continued, "the old man quickly 
rose, and made his way slowly toward the 
door. A dozen delegates begged him not 
to go. But he considered everything lost, 
even honor. • • • And now the Declaration 
of Independence had been voted down. He 
must go." But at the New York delegation 
Giddings was stopped and "comforted by 
assurances that the Declaration would be 
tried again." 

George W. Curtis and William M. Evarts, 
New Yorkers, made eloquent appeals. CUrtis, 
moVing a resolution substantially the same 
as Giddings', asked the convention "Whether 
they are prepared to go • • • before the 
country as voting down the words of the 
Declaration of Independence." Frank Blair 
of Missouri made a point of order to re
verse a decision of the Chair, the amendment 
was put and carried. Giddings then, accord
ing to one recollection, threw his arm around 
Curtis and said, "Thank God, my boy, you 
have saved the Republican Party." 

By holding his coattails, Gustave Koerner 
prevented John A. Andrew of Massachusetts 
from rising and launching a deb81te on an
other section, and by 6 o'clock the platform 
was passed. The convention entered into a 
"transport of enthusiasm." "A herd of 
buffaloes or lions could not have made a 
more tremendous roaring." 

Goodrich of Minnesota, a Seward State, 
moved to adjourn, but hearing cries for 
"Ballot! Ballot!" he quickly withdrew the 
motion and moved instead that "we now 
proceed to ballot for a candidate for the 
Presidency." Before there was a vote the 
Chair announced that the "tally sheets had 
not been prepared, and that it would sub
ject the clerks to great inconvenience to 
proceed to a ballot at that time." Another 
source states that the announcement was 
that the sheets "would be ready in a few min
utes." In any event, before Goodrich's mo
tion was acted upon, Benjamin Eggleston of 
Ohio moved to adjourn. Another Buckeye, 
R. M. Corwine, moved to ballot; and the 
record breaks down to the simple state
ment: "Great disorder and cries of Ballot, 
Ballot." Then Cartter, accurately described 
as being "more frequent than eloquent" in 
the convention, got the floor and said: "I 
call for a division of ayes and nays, to see 
if the gentlemen want to go without their 
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supper." The record covers the events of 
the next few minutes with the -words: "On 
motion, the convention adjourned." There 
is no record of the vote that ended what 
might have been Seward's day. 

By 8 o'clock Friday morning the streets 
were full; and soon after 10, when the hall 
was opened, the Wigwam was again jammed. 
The mob outside would depend for news 
upon an observer stationed at the skylight 
and a chain of men to relay the informa
tion to the edge of the roof where it would 
be shouted to the crowd below. 

In the audience, however, there was a dif
ference, significant and of portent. On 
Wednesday and Thursday the Seward men 
had marched to the Wigwam and taken a fa
vorable position inside. On this morning of 
decision, however, the march ended abruptly 
for their seats were taken, and there was 
nothing that many of them could do but 
join the throng outside. There is a recur
rent story, supported by a host of recollec
tions, that on Thursday night one, or some, 
of the Lincoln managers, Ward· H111 Lamon 
or Jesse K. Fell, obtained 1,000 extra tickets, 
had signatures forged, and distributed t~em 
complete with instructions, and two cheer
leaders. 

An observer could also have noted the 
placement of the State delegations, an ar
rangement in the hands of Judd and Joseph 
Medin of the Chicago Tribune. New York 
was at the far end of the platform, sur
rounded only by delegations solidly for 
Seward. The crucial Pennsylvania delega
tion was seated at the opposite end of the 
stage, fianked by nunois. If enthusiasm is 
contagious, let it infect the right parties, was 
apparently the thought. 

When the convention opened, five men had . 
more than token or complimentary support. 
In addition to Seward, they were ·Lincoln, 
Simon Cameron, S. P. Chase, and Edward 
Bates. By Wednesday night some observers 
could recognize a rapidly rising tide for 
Lincoln; others saw it but still gave him 
little chance; and late Thursday night, 
Horace Greeley was resigned to the inevitable 
and wired his paper that nothing could 
prevent Seward's nomination. 

The balloting began at noon and what 
followed has been described as some.thing 
requiring "rather the talents of a hog caller 
than those of party delegates. It was a 
tournament of noise, a colossal contest of 
yelling between the followers of Lincoln and 
Seward." Willi~m Evarts, in the short state
ment then customary, nominated Seward, 
and the applause was only "enthusiastic." 
When Judd named Lincoln, the "response 
was prodigious, rising and raging far beyond 
the Seward shriek." One supporter shouted, 
"Abe Lincoln has it by the sound now, let 
us ballot." The usually staid Stephen T. 
Logan reportedly announced: "Mr. Presi
dent, in order, or out of order, I propose this 
convention and audience give three cheers 
for the man who is evidently their nominee." 
The Seward men did not accept the challenge 
until after their man had been seconded by 
Michigan and Wisconsin. Murat Halstead 
described the effect: 

"As all the fiends from heaven that fell 
Had pealed the banner cry of hell. 

"Hundreds of persons stopped their ears in 
pain. The shouting was absolutely frantic, 
shrill and wild. No Comanches, no panthers 
ever struck a higher note, or gave screams 
with more infernal intensity • • • nothing 
was to be seen • • • but • • • a black 
mighty swarm of hats fiying with the velocity 
of hornets over a mass of human heads, most 
of the mouths of which · were open. • * • 
The wonder of the thing was, that the Sew
ard outside pressure should, so far from 
New York, be so powerful." 

"Now the Lincoln men had to try it again, 
and when Delano of Ohio seconded the nom-
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!nation, the uproar was beyond description. 
Imagine all the hogs ever slaughtered in 
Cincinnati giving their death squeals to
gether, a score of big steam whistles go
ing • • • and you conceive something of 
the same nature. I thought the Seward yell 
could not be surpassed; but the Lincoln boys 
were clearly ahead, and feeling their vic
tory • • • took deep breaths all round, and 
gave a concentrated shriek that was posi
tively awful, and accompanied it with stamp
ing that made every plank and pillar quiver. 

At the close of the first ballot Seward had 
173V:z votes, 70 of them coming when Evarts 
had mounted his chair, waited dramatically 
for order, and cast the solid New York vote 
for Seward. Lincoln was fa]," ahead of the 
rest with 102 votes, which was about where 
his managers wanted him to be. The plan 
was to stop Seward on the early ballots and 
by an impressive, steadily increasing show 
of strength, aline the opposition behind Lin
coln. The votes cast for Lincoln, Cameron, 
Bates, and Chase could easily nominate any 
one of the four. The trick was to unite the 
strength behind one man. To that end Davis 
and his coworkers had labored with persua
sion, fact, histrionics, and, almost certainly, 
with unauthorized promises in the pivotal 
vineyards of the Pennsylvania, Indiana, and 
New Jersey delegations. The argument they 
repeated was simple, practical, and double
barreled. Seward could not carry these 
States, and probably not the Nation. Cer
tainly with him State tickets would lose. 
Their own candidates could do better locally, 
but not so well as Lincoln nationally. It 
was the second choice strategy spelled out 
by Lincoln in March. 
. In the tension preceding the second ballot, 

"the partisans of the various candidates 
were strung up to such a pitch • • • as to 
render them incapable of patience, and the 
cries of 'Call the roll' were fairly hissed 
through their teeth." When the compli
mentary votes of the first ballot began to 
switch to Lincoln, the New Yorkers started 
as if an Orsini bomb had exploded. From 
New Hampshire came 2; from Vermont the 
entire block of 10. Then Pennsylvania, 
which had previously given 47V:z votes to 
Cameron and 4 to Lincoln, announced 
that her delegation now voted 1 for Cam
eron and 48 for Lincoln. Weed paled as 
he heard the change in the vote of Penn
sylvania, startling the vast auditorium like 
a clap of thunder. 

The vote at the end of the second ballot 
stood: Seward, 184 V:z ; Lincoln, 181. Far be
hind were Bates with 35 and Chase with 
42 V:z. Lincoln had gained 79 votes, Seward 
only 11, and the trend was plain. 

Hundreds of informal tally sheets recorded 
the inexorable swing to Lincoln on the third . 
ballot. Conceding defeat, Weed sent an 
emissary to Greeley with a desperate pro
posal-hold on for Bates, and if the third 
ballot produced no nomination, the Seward 
men would rally behind the Missourian. 
But while they spoke Seward backers were 
deserting in droves. 

It was now a question of stopping Lincoln, 
and when his total stood only 1 V:z votes 
short of the nominating figure of 233, it 
was obvious what would soon happen. The 
ubiquitous Halstead described the next few 
minutes: 

"I looked up to see who would be the 
man to give the decisive vote. • • • In 
about 10 ticks of a watch Cartter, of Ohio, 
was up • • • and everybody who understood 
the matter at all, knew what he was about 
to. do. He is a large man with • • • an 
impediment in his speech • • • and • • • 
had been quite noisy during the • • • con
vention but had never commanded, when 
mounting his chair, such attention as now. 
He said, 'I rise ( eh) , Mr. Chairman ( eh) , to 
announce the change of four votes of Ohio 
from Mr. Chase to Mr. Lincoln.' The deed 
was done. There was a moment's silence. 

The nerves of the thousands, which through 
tl;le hours of suspense had been subjected to 
terrible tension, relaxed, and as deep breaths 
of relief were taken, there was a noise in 
the wigwam like the rush of a great wind, 
in the van of a storm and in another breath 
the storm was there. There were thousands 
cheering with the energy of insanity. 

The observer on the roof shouted, "Old 
Abe. Hallelujah" and the salute was fired, 
picked up by the whistles of the steamers 
on the lake, and made completely inaudible 
by the roar of voices. Only by the puffs of 
smoke drifting by the open doors did those 
inside know that a cannon was being fired. 
The delegates were wildly waving State pla
cards torn from standards, except in the 
New York delegation where Evarts was say
ing ruefully, "Well, Curtis, at least we saved 
the Declaration of Independence." 

When he could be heard, Cartter announced 
that Ohio's vote was now unanimous for 
Lincoln, State after State clamored for recog
nition to correct or change votes to Lincoln. 
During this procedure, a huge picture of 
Lincoln was brought in "and held up before 
the surging and screaming masses.'' When 
the roll was completed it was announced 
that Lincoln had 364 of the convention's 
466 votes. 

Evarts graciously and eloquently moved 
that the nomination be made unanimous, 
but the omcial record does not show that 
this motion was ever voted. Apparently it 
was lost in the excitement of seconding 
speeches, motions for adjourmnent, moves 
for balloting for Vice President, and com
ments from Judd and Browrilng. 

What happened in Chicago between noon 
and 1:30 on Friday, May 18, was not, in a 
Lincoln phrase, "the result of accident.'' 
Numerous factors, of varying degrees of com
plexity, were involved. These combined to 
create a situation extremely favorable for 
Lincoln's nomination. Seward was to rad
ical; Bates was too conservative; Chase and 
Cameron were opposed even within their 
States of Ohio and Pennsylvania. Only Lin
coln had availabllity. Only Lincoln gave 
promise of winning electoral votes without 
losing control of State legislatures where U.S. 
Senators were named. Add to this, Lin
coln's almost preternatural political talents, 
his record, his identification with free labor, 
the site of the convention, and the dedicated, 
practical, and amoral labors of Davis and 
others in Chicago, and a case could be made 
for the statement that it would have been . 
more surprising had the convention named 
anybody else. 

But in Chicag() men knew only that some- . 
th.ing had changed, that something intan
gible and important had been established, 
that a corner had been turned and things 
would never be quite the same again. 

In the Tremont House a .man shouted: 
".'Talk of your money and bring on your 
bullies with you. The immortal principles 
of the everlasting people are with Abe Lin
coln. • • • Abe Lincoln has no money and 
no bullies, but he has the people, by God. 
• • • Go to the devil-what do I want to eat 
for, Abe Lincoln is nominated • • • and 
I'm going to live on air-the air of liberty.' 
And this was one of thousands," the reporter 
concluded. 

Along the Fort Wayne and Chicago head
ing east that night, "At every station • • • 
until after 2 o'clock, there were tar barrels 
burning, drums beating, boys carrying rails; 
and guns, great and small, banging away. 
The weary passengers were allowed no rest, 
but plagued by the thundering jar of can- . 
non, the clamor of drums, the glare of bon
fires and the whooping of the boys, who were 
delighted with the idea of a candidate !or 
the Presidency, who 30 years ago split ralls on 
the Sangamon River--classic stream now and 
forevermore--and whose neighbors named 
him 'honest.' " 
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THE PROBLEM OF DETECTING NU
CLEAR UNDERGROUND TEST EX
PLOSIONS 
The SPEAKER. Under previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. HoLIFIELD] is recognized. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, for 18 
months, representatives from the United · 
States, Great Britain, and the U.S.S.R. 
have been negotiating at Geneva, 
Switzerland. They have been exploring 
the possibility of a treaty agreement 
which would prohibit future testing of 
nuclear weapons. 

Because of the present technical diffi
culty of conducting tests in far off space, 
and the advanced capability for detect
ing tests which occur in near space and 
the atmospheric area, the main discus
sion has been on the problem of detect
ing underground tests. 

The Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy deemed it to be in the public in
terest to explore the technical aspects of 
this problem. Representative MELVIN 
PRICE, chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Research and Development, and Repre
sentative CHET HoLIFIELD, chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Radiation, con
ducted joint hearings from April 19 to 
22, 1960. 

The purpose of the hearings was to 
place all known technical facts regard
ing nuclear test detection and identifica
tion before the Congress and the public. 
We specifically excluded from testimony 
the policy of whether a test cessation was 
desirable or undesirable. Our misSion 
was to collate and summarize pertinent 
testimony from experts in the fields of 
seismology, geography, electromagnetics, 
and weapons effects, as related to detec
tion and verification through inspection 
techniques. 

It was appropriate to specialize on the 
phenomena of underground tests, as this 
poses the greatest and most urgent prob
lem area at this time. Of additional 
concern is the problem of detecting nu- · 
clear tests in high altitudes and in space, 
which the hearings also covered. A great 
deal of research and development is like-

. wise needed in these areas before we will 
have any assurance that a control · sys
tem will work. 

We were careful to select the witnesses 
who had been most active and expert in 
conducting the underground nuclear 
tests in Nevada and the chemical under- · 
ground tests in Louisiana. We also 
selected a balanced group of scientists 
with opposing views as to the desirabil
ity of conduc-ting further tests, so we 
would avoid the charge of bias. For in
stance, it is well known that Dr. Edward 
Teller, Dr. Harold Brown, and others fa
vor continued testing. It is also well 
known that Dr. Ha:qs Bethe, Dr. Richard 
E. Roberts, Dr. Jay Orear, and Dr. Harold 
Urey are outspoken opponents of further 
nuclear testing. 

All of these witnesses and other expert 
witnesses from the commercial world of 
oil exploration, mining, and elthltro
dynamics, were allowed complete free
dom of expression during the hearings. 
They were allowed to challenge opposi
tion testimony and invited to submit ad
ditional technical papers. 

It should be understood that the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy is not 
charged with making or reviewing 
treaties in the nuclear weapons testing 
field. The executive branch of Govern
ment and another committee of Congress 
has this responsibility. 

The Joint Committee on Atomic En
ergy, however, is peculiarly fitted by 
experience and staff to develop and make 
known to departments of Government, 
the Congress, and the people the scien
tific facts related to atomic energy. 
The Joint Committee has carried out 
this type of function in various hear
ings during its existence. Extensive 
hearings on the effects of fallout from 
nuclear-weapons tests, the biological and 
environmental effects of a nuclear war 
on earth's population and environment, 
and the problem of radioactive waste 
disposal are instances of studies which 
are used as valuable textbooks in our 
educational, industrial, and scientific 
fields. 

We realize collections of facts are, or 
at least, should be, used for the forma
tion of policy. It is true, however, un
less facts are known, the formulation of 
policy in the political and diplomatic 
fields may lack the basis for understand
ing or justification. 

It is understandable that interpreta
tion of the facts may vary the effect of 
newly discovered facts may not be wel
come to negotiators who have obligated 
themselves to a preconceived position or 
objective. 

We note the acceptance by the United 
States and the United Kingdom negoti
ators of additional data developed by the 
Hardtack II series of tests in the fall of 
1959 and the rejection of this data by 
the negotiators of . the U.S.S.R. Scien
tific :facts, nevertheless, are cold and dis
passionate realities once they are estab
lished. They cannot be eliminated by 
refusing to recognize them. New scien
tific facts do not always lend themselves 
to the support of political or diplomatic 
positions, however desirable those posi
tions may be to their advocates. 

The negotiations on nuclear-tests ces
sation have dragged along for 18 months 
in Geneva. The debate has been on a 
mixture of scientific and political prob
lems that seem to be impossible of un
tangling. The scientific part of the 
problems have been based mainly on dis
agreement as to the capabilities for de
tecting and identifying hidden under
ground nuclear tests. 

The problems of inspection of suspi
cious events, the number of allowable 
inspection trips, procedures, drilling op
erations, logistical problems of supply 
and co_mm~nications, .and so forth, are, 
of course, most difficult. These prob
lems have never been resolved, and in 
most instances they have been ignored. 

In view of the lack of understanding 
and the scarcity of reliable information 
in this field, the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy believed it was in the 
public interest to explore the subject 
matter. We reasoned it was important 
to collect the information from reliable 
sources and publish it so we could prop
erly relate it to our diplomatic objections. 

What were the most important facts 
established and in general agreement by 
and between-our witnesses? 

First. It was the unanimous opinion 
of all witnesses that a vigorous and sus
tained program of research and develop
ment is necessary to improve our instru
mentation and our techniques of detec
tion, identification, and inspection of 
nuclear explosion tests. The witnesses 
agreed that the Berkner panel report 
of over 1 year ago to the President had 
not been properly implemented in this 
regard. 

The so-called Berkner Panel, consist
ing of a number of eminent American 
scientists appointed in December 1958, 
by Dr. Killian, the President's special 
assistant for science and technology, 
recognized the original position taken by 
our scientists in 1958 on test detection 
capability was based on inadequate data 
and was wrong by at least a factor of 
four. They reco!llmended an aggressive 
program or research to develop better 
detection devices and better techniques. 

Our witnesses testified these recom
mendations had not been carried out by 
the President. 

In March 1959, the Berkner Panel rec
ommended a research and development 
program for 2 years which would cost 
$52.8 million. Testimony showed that 
over 1 year later, only $8.5 million had 
been allocated, and of this, only $5 mil
lion obligated. 

Testimony also reflected that although 
$60 million had been requested for the 
research and development program by 
those in the Defense Department having 
responsibility for its success, these ur
gently needed funds were not included 
as a line item in the Department of De
fense fiscal year 1961 budget. To be 
available, the money would have to be 
taken from other projects or sources. 

Our committee brought these facts out 
in our hearings last month. We made 
available to the Executive Department
through the State Department, the De
fense Department, and the Atomic 
Energy Commission--copies of the hear
ing transcripts and, as early as May 2, 
1960, preliminary copies of our summary 
analysis of the hearings. We notified 
them, on May 5 and 6, 1960, our summary 
would be made available to the press on 
Saturday, May 7, for Monday, May 9, 
release. 

On May 7, 1960, the President has
tened to announce that approximately 
$66 million would be required in fiscal 
year 1961 for implementing the Berkner 
Panel recommendations for improving 
our detection capability. We approve 
this recognition on his part and can 
only speculate why he did not recognize 
it as early .. as mid-1959, when it was 
brought out by the panel. · 

The delay is inexcusable in view of the 
known deficit of detection capability, 
and in view of its importance in con
nection with the nuclear test cessation 
negotiations. 

I will also be interested in seeing if, 
in addition to the delayed recognition, 
the President will now direct o.r authorize 
the Defense Department to request any 
of these funds as a line item supplemen-
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tal appropriation, or must the money 
come from other also needed projects. 

Second. The testimony of both -DrL 
Hans Bethe and Dr. Edward Teller, es· 
tablished the fact that the cowboy series 
of chemical explosion tests in Louisiana 
had 'proven the ''decoupling" . theory. 
This new technique in reducing the tell
tale seismic vibrations of an under
ground explosion by factors up to 300, 
was admitted to be a fact by all the 
scientists present. This is accomplished 
by exploding a chemical or nuclear de
vice in an underground cavity rather 
than in close proximity to surrounding 
earth. 

This is a most important scientific 
fact. It casts strong doubt on the theory 
of presently detecting tests of 20 to 30 
kilotons. It destroys, for the present, 
the basis of our test cessation proposal 
·if we relate it to our capability of de
tecting fully or partially decoupled 20-
kiloton tests by seismic recordings of 
4.75 magnitude or higher. 

If the Soviets want to test tactical 
weapons of 1 to 10 kilotons, they can do 
so with impunity, without muffiing under 
the Geneva control system as presently 
planned. Even with the recommended 
improvements in the Geneva system, it 
is going to be hard to identify unmu1Hed 
shots below 5 kilotons. 

But with decoupling or mu1Ding, it 
makes the problem of detection and 
identification 10 to 300 times more dim
cult. With full decoupling-muffiing
a 10-kilotori device can be made to 
register about 30. tons. Even with partial 
decoupling a 10-kiloton shot can be made 
to register about 300 tons. This could 
be accomplished in a hole of approxi
mately 115 feet in diameter. 

There was testimony that about 250 
underground cavities have been con
structed in the United States alone for 
storage of petroleum products ranging 
in size up to about 218 feet in diameter-
200,000 cubic yards. Larger cavities 
have been constructed for brine produc
tion in salt domes. Since the U.S.S.R. 
has salt domes and oilfields, it is prudent 
to assume similar cavities exist in the 
U.S.S.R., capable of being used for de
coupling of nuclear underground tests. 

The seismic recordings resulting from 
these low energy explosion effects 
change completely the distances needed 
between detection stations and they 
raise tremendously the number of un
identified seismic events. 

We have been discussing with the So
viets the location of 21 ' detection sta
tions in the U.S.S.R. They have not 
agreed to this number. Dr. Bethe testi
fied instead of just 21 stations, we would 
now need 600 additional unmanned sta
tions because of the new decoupling 
technique-if we wanted to detect a 20 
kiloton, fully decoupled, explosion. 

Dr. Bethe later changed the figure, 
by letter to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, to an estimate of 200. 
His letter will be printed in full in the 
hearings. A notation of his new estimate · 
number was reported in our summary
analysis. 

Dr. Richard E. Roberts of Carnegie 
Institute testified he believed at least 
125 stations would be needed. In either 
event, the change in numbers of detect-

ing stations in the U.S.S.R. is substan
tial and must become a serious fact for 
diplomatic· consideration. 

Third. The . scientific fact, was estab
lished without contradiction that a 
whole new field of tactical nuclear weap
ons could be developed and proven fea
sible by nuclear testing UP' to a size of 20' 
kilotons. The committee did not con
sider one way or the other the desir
ability of developing additional low
yield nuclear tactical weapons. We were 
only concerned with the scientific facts 
relating to the problems of detecting and 
identifying tests of 20 kilotons or less 
and their technical significance in 
weaponry. 

Fourth. The cost of installing a con
trol system and developing improved 
seismic and other detection devices to 
meet the problem of cheating, was not 
within even a near area of agreement. 

The estimates ranged from around a 
billion dollars to 5 billion or more dol
lars. The time period for such develoP-· 
ment ranged from 2 to 5 years, based on 
program priority and dollar support of 
the effort. 

It was also pointed out that the art of 
concealing tests-of cheating-offered 
opportunities for improvement based on 
effort and dollars expended in that di
rection by a potential violator. 

In conclusion, let me assure you these 
facts are not to my personal liking. 

I cannot sweep them under the rug 
because of my hopes for a genuine pro
gram of disarmament and my fervent 
desire for peace-a real peace and not a 
"peace in our time," arrived at because 
of wishful thinking, ignorance of exist
ing facts, or political expediency. 

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous con
sent, I iriclude the summary-analysis of 
our hearings herewith as part of my 
remarks: 
SUMMARY-ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC HEARINGS ON 

TECHNICAL ASPECTS OF DETECTION AND IN
SPECTION CONTROLS OF A NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

TEST BAN 

CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 

The possibilities and problems of detec
tion and identification of nuclear test ex
plosions, as a part of a test ban control 
system discussed at Geneva for the past 18 
months, have become questions of great na
tional and international importance. The 
summit meetings beginning May 16, 1960, 
and followup discussions at Geneva and 
elsewhere in succeeding weeks and months, 
will undoubtedly consider these matters ex
tensively. 

A large part of the basis of a control sys
tem to support a test ban treaty or inter
national agreement depends on technical 
data ·of a rather complicated nature. Such 
technical information can and should have 
a profound effect on the establishment · of 
an adequate control system. For example, 
the report of the original Conference of Ex
perts at Geneva in July-August 1958, on . 
which the test ban negotiations are based, 
has been found to be highly dependent 
upon data derived from the single U.S. 
"Rainier" underground test shot in Sep
tember 1957 which· subsequent tests have 
proved to be inadequate. · 

In order to clarify the technical basis of . 
a test ban control system, the Joint Con
gressional (Jommittee - on Atomic Energy, 
through its Special Subcommittee on Radia
tion and Subcommittee on Research and 
Development, held 4· days of public hearings 
on April 19, 20, 21, and 22, 1960. It was 

intended that the hearings would help dis
pel many of the confusing reports and con
fiicting statements as to technical problems · 
and possib111ties which may or may not 
exist as to means of detection and identifi
cation of nuclear tests. · 

The hearings covered the· technical as
peets of nuclear test detection and control, 
including the basis of the original pro
posed Geneva control system of 180 stations; 
analysis of the basis for improvement of the 
Geneva system under present knowledge; 
consideration of means of concealment and 
mu.tlling of tests; discussion of basis of "on
site" inspections; consideration of detection 
and identification of nuclear tests in outer 
space; discussion of technical significance 
of further weapons, development through 
clandestine tests and review of research 
and development programs aimed at im
proving capabiUties for detection and iden
tification of nuclear tests. 

The subcommittee made every effort to 
emphasize the technical aspects of the test 
ban system, and to avoid discussions in
volving general policy, political, and philo
sophical aspects of disarmament and a test 
ban. Naturally, in the discussion of control 
systems questions of policy inevitably arose. 
However, insofar as possible, the discussion 
was confined to the technical aspects. of such 
questions. 

In accordance with past practice 1n the 
fallout hearings, the subcommittees selected 
a representative group of the leading scien
tists and technical experts in this field. 
Ea.ch witness was selected on the basis of 
his personal competence and his degree of 
knowledge and experience in the individual 
topics on which he testified. Many of the 
witnesses were members of or consultants 
to the technical delegations to the confer
ences and panels discussed in these hear
ings. Others were selected for their skills -. 
and experience in the field application of the 
techniques discussed throughout the hear
ings. A list of all witnesses is attached as 
appendix I. A detailed biography of each 
witness is included in the print of the com
plete hearings. 

The Joint Committee in its preparation 
for, and conduct of, the hearings received 
the cooperation of the Atomic Energy Com
mission, the Department of Defense, and 
particularly the Air Force Technical Appli
cations Center, and various individual sci
entists and scientific organizations of wide
ly differing views. 

One of the highlights of the series of 
hearings was a panel discussion on the en
tire question of the feasibility and capa
bility of test ban control systems. The 
panel members were a selected group from 
the scientific community whom the com
mittee felt represented the most complete 
spectrum of opinion on these vital ques
tions. It was considered by the committee 
that the bringing together of such a group 
would tend to pinpoint the major confiicts 
of opinion which exist today concerning the 
problem of providing an adequate control 
system. The panel consisted of the follow
ing scientists and engineers: 

Dr. Roland Beers, seismic consultant, Troy, 
N.Y. 

Dr. Hans Bethe, Physics Department, Cor
nell University, Ithaca, N.Y. 

Dr. Harold Brown, Lawrence Radiation 
Laboratory, Livermore, Calif. 

Dr~ Dean S. CarQ.er, Chief Seismologist, 
U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey, Washington, 
D.C. . 

Dr. Alvin C. Graves, Los Alamos Scientific 
Laboratory, Los Alamos, N.Mex. 

Dr. Richard Latter, Rand Corp., Santa 
Monica, Calif. 

Dr. Jack E. Oliver, Lamont Geological Ob
servatory, Columbia University, New York, 
N.Y; 

Dr. Jay Orear, Physics Department, Cor
nell University, Ithaca, N.Y. 
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Dr. Richard E. Roberts, Carnegie Institu

tion, Washington, D.C. 
Dr. Carl F. Romney, Headquarters, USAF, 

Air Force -Technical Applications Center, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dr. Edward Teller, Lawrence Radiation 
Laboratory, Livermore, Calif. 

Dr. Harold Urey, University of California, 
Scripps Institute of Oceanography, La Jolla, 
Calif. 

In order for the layman to understand 
the technical aspects of a control system, it 
is necessary that certain technical terms 
and concepts be defined in layman's lan
guage. To assist the layman a number of 
technical terms and concepts have been 
defined and appear in appendix II. To fur
ther assist in reviewing the summary
analysis certain key definitions and concepts 
will be discussed below. 

The nub of the problem of detection and 
identification of underground nuclear tests 
is, first, to detect the event on a seismo
graph; second, to distinguish the difference 
in the recorded signature of a nuclear event 
and the recorded signature of a natural 
earthquake. The following definitions may 
prove helpful in a consideration of this prob
lem: 

1. Yields of nuclear weapons 
(a) Kiloton: Nuclear explosive energy re

lease equivalent to 1,000 tons of the chemi
cal high explosive, TNT. The nuclear bomb 
detonated at Hiroshima, Japan, in World 
War II was the equivalent in size to 20 
kilotons of TNT. 

(b) Megaton: Nuclear explosive energy 
release equivalent to 1 million tons of the 
chemical high explosive, TNT. 

(c) Low yield weapons: Those nuclear 
weapons ranging in yields of approximately 
20 kilotons and below. This class is often 
referred to as "tactical weapons." 

(d) High yield weapons: Those nuclear 
weapons ranging in yields of approximately 
60 kilotons and more, to include megaton 
yields. This class is often referred to as 
"strategic weapons." 

(e) Fractional kiloton weapons: The term 
applied to those "tactical weapons" of a 
yield which is a fractional part of 1 kiloton. 
This class of weapons is rated in yield ranges 
of tons rather than kilotons. 

2. Detection instruments 
(a) Seismograph: An instrument for de

tecting and recording small vibrations in the 
earth's crust. The detector portion usually 
consists of a mass suspended from a frame 
either by springs or as a pendulum, in such a 
manner as to tend to remain in one position 
while the earth-mounted frame moves with 
the earth. The relative motion of the frame 
and mass is usually magnified and recorded 
as a seismic disturbance either natural or 
manmade. Various types of seismographs 
exist, including seismographs for long peri
ods, intermediate periods, short periods, and 
high frequency. 

(b) Magnetometer: An instrument for 
measuring the natural magnetic field of 
the earth to discover any distortion in this 
field by manmade ferrous articles, equip
ment, pipes, etc. 

(c) Electromagnetic induction detectors: 
An instrument which radiates a low fre
quency electromagnetic field. and is sensi
tive to any distortion in this field due to 

· the presence of conducting material such as 
iron or copper pipe, wire, landmines, etc. 

3. Types of rock or earth considered in these 
hearings in which nuclear tests or earth
quakes may take place 
(a) Nevada tuff: ~weakly cemented, rath

er crumbly rock, formed from volcanic ash." 
T,he underground nuclear explosions of 
Hardtack n, as well as the Rainier explosion, 
occurred in this rock. Experiments indi
cate the explosions in this rock produce 
stronger seismic signals than are produced 

by the same size explosions in. salt or 
granite. 

(b) Granite: A natural igneous rock for
mation of visibly crystalline texture. It is 
very hard and is believed to be more elastic 
to nuclear detonations than Nevada tuff, re
sulting in smaller seismic signals. 

(c) Salt: A colorless or white c:.:ystalline 
compound, chemically designated as sodium 
chloride, occurring abundantly in deposits 
in the earth in solid form. It is similar to 
granite in relation to nuclear detonations. 

(d) Limestone: A rock consisting chiefly of 
calcium carbonate. It is sometimes formed 
by chemical precipitation, but chiefly by ac
cumulation of organic remains such as shells 
and ~al. 
4. Decoupling (muf}Zing), coupling, and 

tamping 
(a) Decoupling: The process o! reducing 

the size of the seismic signals from an under
ground explosion by detonation of the ex
plosive in a large hole deep underground. 

(b) Ooupling: In this report, coupling rtl
fers to that fraction o! the total energy re
leased in an underground explosion which is 
transformed into seismic waves in the earth. 
The greater the coupling of a particular ex
plosion the larger will be the seismic waves 
and the easier it will be to detect .by seis
mographs at some distance from the ex
plosion. 

(c) Rainier coupling: The Rainier shot 
(1.7 kilotons) conducted 900 feet under
ground in intimate contact with Nevada tuff 
on September 19, 1957, was estimated to have 
transmitted about 2 percent of its energy 
into seismic waves. This observed degree of 
energy transformation from the explosion to 
seismic waves in the earth (coupling) has 
been taken as a standard of reference for 
subsequent calculations of seismic signals 
generated by underground nuclear explosions. 

(d) Tamped shot: An underground ex
plosion detonated in close contact with the 
surro-q.nding earth or rock so as to transmit 
to the earth or rock the largest possible frac
tion of its energy. 

It was apparent to the subcommittees that 
there is a wide divergence in the degree of 
knowledge concerning test control systems. 
Moreover, much of the technical data con
cerning test control systems is drawn from 
purely theoretical calculations, while ' some 
have an experimental basis. Many of the 
"practical" aspects involving application of 
theoretical data have yet to be investigated 
on an extensive basis. 

However, the hearings of the subcommit
tees did serve to narrow the differences of 
opinion as to certain. scientific facts and 
judgments. Specl:flcally, there was general 
agreement as to the following: 

1. The Geneva control system of 180 sta
tions will require augmentation and im
provement to restore _the capabllity for de
tection and identification of underground 
seismic events to the value of 5 kilotons esti
mated by the 1958 Conference of Experts 
(hereinafter Experts) . 

2. It is possible to increase the difficulty 
of detection and identification of under
ground seismic events by decoupling nuclear 
explosions by a factor of up to 300. 

3. To establish a capab1lity for the Geneva 
control system to detect and identify under
ground seismic events of yield equivalent to 
that of a 20 kiloton fully decoupled explo
sion, it will be necessary to increase greatly 
the number of stations and to improve the 
instruments and techniques of seismic 
detection. 

4. A vigorous and sustained program of 
research and development is necessary to 
improve our instruments and our tech
niques of datection, identification, and in
spection of underground nuclear explosion 
tests. 

5. An increase in the number of stations 
in the Geneva control system, in order to 
lower the threshold of underground seismic 

events which it e<an detect and identify, will 
result in a considerable increase in the num
ber of unidentified events which may re
quire inspection. 

Certain differences as to scientific facts 
and judgments were also brought out. 
These included: 

1. The degree and practicality of de
coupling by means of large cavities; 

2. The extent and practicality of further 
improvements in detection networks and 
devices; 

3. The significance of further weapons 
development through clandestine tests. 

The subcommittees were also impressed 
by the importance of the time factor in re
lation to nuclear test cessation. The United 
States has not tested any nuclear weapons 
since its Hardtack II series in the fall of 
1958. It appears from the testimony that 
at least for the next several years it wlll not 
be possible to identify underground events 
whose seismic signals record the equivalent 
of a nonmuffied nuclear explosion of 20 
kilotons or less, although they may be de
tected. Further, it appears that for this 
same time period it will not be possible to 
detect muffied tests of 100 kilotons or more 
set off deep underground in large cavities. 
Therefore, it seems that for the next several 
years and possibly thereafter there could be 
a race between improved means of detec
tion and identification as against improved 
means of concealing and muffiing nuclear 
tests; 

CHAPTER n. SUMMARY 

The experts' system 
The system of 180 control posts recom

mended by the conference of experts, 
August 1958 1 (hereafter referred to as the 
experts) was designed primarily with the 
detection and identification of nuclear ex
plosions underground, underwater, and in 
the atmosphere up to altitudes of about 
30 miles. The conference concluded that 
by the methods of acoustic, seismic. and 
electromagnetic detection and nuclear 
debris sampling, supplemented in some 
cases by onsite inspection, there would be 
a fairly high probabllity of detecting and 
identifying nuclear explosions of 1 kiloton 
or more in the atmosphere up to altitudes 
of 30 miles. It was recognized that there 
were large areas over the oceans, particularly 
in the Southern Hemisphere, where the 
detection capab111ty of the control system 
would be somewhat degraded as a result 
of the large distances between control 
posts. 

For underwater explosions deep in open 
oceans the experts concluded that by means 
of the hydroacoustic, the seismic, and the 
nuclear debris-water sampling methods, 
nuclear explosions of 1 kiloton or more 
could be detected . and identified with a 
fairly high probability. 

The experts considered that the problem 
of detecting and identifying underground 
explosions is one of the most difficult, and 
that to a large extent it determines the 
characteristics of the network of control 
posts. They concluded that, by the seismic 

. method alone, underground explosions 
within· the continental areas of the world 
could be detected and located down to yields 
in the 1 kiloton to 5 kiloton range if the 
180 control posts were established at inter
vals of 1,000 kilometers (600 miles) in the 
seismic regions and 1,700 kilometers (1,000 
miles) in aseismic regions. 

It was realized that the seismic method 
alone could not identify underground nu
clear explosions. It was concluded that the 
seismic system could, however, identify 

1 Report of the conference of experts, dated 
Aug. 20, 1958, a copy of which is contained 
in the printed hearings to study the meth
ods of detecting violations of a possible 
agreement on the suspension of nuclear 
tests. 
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about 90 percent of- the ·earthquakes which 
produce selsmlc signals equivalent to an 
underground explosion of 5 kilotons or more 
under Rainier coupling conditions and a few 
percent of the earthquakes between 1 and 5 
kilotons equivalent. This would leave an
nually a thousand or more earthquakes 
throughout the world between 1 and 5 kilo
tons equivalent (Rainier coupling) and 
about 100 earthquakes of 5 kilotons equiva
lent and above (Rainier coupling) which 
could be suspected of being nuclear explo
sions. The Soviets estimated the number 
above 5 kilotons equivalent as 20. Thus, 
the experts' report contains the estimate of 
unidentified events above 5 kilotons equiva
lent as 20 (U.S.S.R. estimate) to 100 (U.S.
U.K. estimate) on all continents annually. 
These numbers of unidentified events were 
subsequently found to be too low as a result 
of new seismic data from a later series of 
tests, Hardtack II. (On-site inspection is 
the best method known for identifying a 
seismic event which has been detected but 
not identified as either an earthquake or a 
nuclear explosion.) 

The experts recognized the possibllity that 
for underground nuclear explosions in rock 

·media other than Nevada tuft', coupling to 
the earth might be larger or smaller by a 
factor of a few and hence such explosions 
might be either more or less difficult to 
detect. 

In the case of nuclear explosions at high 
altitude and in space the 1958 Conference 
of Experts noted that various methods for 
detecting such explosions were possible--i.e., 
gamma rays and neutrons--but made no rec
ommendations for including such techniques 
in the experts' system. 
Detection and identification of underground 

nuclear tests 
As a result of data from the Hardtack II 

series of underground nuclear explosions 
conducted by the United States after the 
1958 Conference of Experts report, the fol
lowing conclusions were made by the Berk-
ner Panel: 2 · 

(a) The estimates of the experts concern
ing identification of underground nuclear 
explosions of 5 kilotons or more apply more 
accurately to yields of 20 kilotons or more. 

(b) Estimates of the numbers of earth
quakes equivalent to- various nuclear yields 
below 20 kilotons must be revised upward 
by considerable amounts. 

(c) The annual number of unidentified 
events above 1 kiloton equivalent would ex
ceed that estimated by the experts by about 
a factor of 10. 

In addition, subsequent theoretical predic
tions increased the estimated degree of de
coupling (mufiling) possible by firing nuclear 
devices in large underground cavities from a 
factor of 2 to 3 as agreed at the experts' 
conference up to-a factor of 300. This was 
_confirmed experimentally by the Cowboy 
series of small chemical explosions. 

The Berkner Panel recommended in March 
1959 an intensive program of research and 
development to improve methods of seismic 
detection. In addition they recommended 
the following specific immediate improve
ments to the Geneva system to restore the 
original capabil1ty of detection and identifi
cation estimated by the experts: 

(a) Large arrays of up to 100 seismographs 
at each control post. 

(b) Long-period seismographs at every 
control post. 

2 The Berkner Panel was a panel on se~smic 
improvement consisting of a number of sci
entists under the chairmanship of Dr. Lloyd 
V. Berkner. It was appointed by the Special 
Assistant to the President for Science and 
Technology on Dec. 28, 1958. It reported 
its findings on Mar. 16, 1959, which were made 
public on June 12, 1959. The report is con
tai-ned in the printed hearings. 

(3) Seismographs · in- deep holes (thou
sands of feet). 

(d) Unmanned seismic stations at spac
ings of 100 to 200 miles between the wider 
spaced control posts of the experts' system. 

Technical working group II, consisting of 
technical experts from the United States, the 
United Kingdom, and the U.S.S.R. met in 
Geneva during November and December 1959 
to reexamine the problem of underground 
tests and to attempt to reach agreement on 
techniques and instrumentation that might 
improve detection and identification of 
seismic events. The U.S. report to the tech
nical working group II set forth worldwide 
earthquake statistics and criteria for identi
fication. 

Based on these statitsics and criteria, pre
liminary calculations were made of the esti
mated annual number of continental seismic 
events in the U.S.S.R. and the number that 
would not be identifiable by seismic instru
ments.3 It was calculated that about 100 
naturally occurring seismic events per year 
occur in the Soviet Union above magnitude 
4.75 of which an estimated 70 could not be 
identified as earthquakes by seismographs 
of the Geneva system. 

A formula was then established for deter
mining a quota of onsite inspections on the 
basis of 20 percent of all estimated earth
quakes above magnitude 4.75 (100). Anal
ternative basis was 30 percent of the esti
mated unidentified events above magnitude 
4.75 (70). The quota obtained by either 
method was about 20 onsite inspections to 
be permitted annually in the Soviet Union 
and was contained in the United States Feb
ruary 11, 1960, proposal at Geneva. 

During the hearings Dr. Richard Latter of 
the Rand Corp. presented for the first time 
a report evaluating the expected perform
ance of the Geneva system in the U.S.S.R. 
This report using less rigorous criteria for 
identification of earthquakes, and applying 
these criteria only to events within 600 miles 
of each control post, where seismic data are 
more reliable, stated that the annual num
ber of unidentified events in the Soviet 
Union would be 53. 

This report covered the effect of increas
ing the number of seismic control posts in 
the Soviet Union from 21 to 30. If the 
30 stations were installed, Rand estimated 
that only 9 earthquakes per year would re
main unidentified at magnitude 4.75 (20 kil
otons, Rainier coupling) and 36 ·,:midentified 
events per year at magnitude 4.35 (5 kilo
tons, Rainier coupling) . Rand concluded 
that such a system would essentially restore 
the capab111ty estimated by the 1958 con
ference of experts. The Rand study did not 
take into consideration the effects of de
coupling. 

The estimated cost of the complete Gen
eva control system was reported by the Ad
vanced Research Projects Agency of the De
partment of Defense to be $1 billion in 
round numbers with an annual operating 
cost of about one-qua-rter of · a billion dol
lars. A contractor study presented an esti
mate of $1 to $5 billion for installation of 
22 stations of the Geneva system seismic 
network in the U.S.S.R. alone.• 
Means of concealing underground nuclear 

tests 
' Seismic signals from. underground nuclear 
tests can be reduced by decoupling in large 
holes deep underground. Witnesses agreed 
that decoupling factors of up to 120 were 
proven experimentally in Series Cowboy. 
They further agreed that an additional 
decoupling factor of 2% between salt and 
tuft' exists -because of the difference in the 

1 These calculations were made by the omce 
·of the Special Assistant to the President for 
Science and Technology ut111z1ng the best in
formation available at the time (Jan. 6, 
1960). 

'See sees. IV and· V. 

physical properties of these two materials. 
Finally, they were in agreement that these 
two factors combined resulted in an overall 

·factor of 300 reduction in seismic signals 
from a decoupled shot in salt compared to 
a tamped shot in Nevada tuft'. These de
coupling tests were conducted in the fall of 
1959 by the AEC in a Louisiana salt dome. 
Holes in diameter of 12 and 30 feet were 
used. These chemical explosions ranged 
from 20 to 2,000 pounds in size. 

Deep large cavities can be washed in un
derground salt domes of which exist some 
200 or more in the United States and an 

. unknown number in th U.S.S.R. Holes 
can be constructed by conventional solu
tion mining or leaching by continuously 
pumping fresh water or sea water . into the 
cavity through a cased-dr111 hole and with
drawing the salt in a brine solution. 

Witnesses testified that it would not be 
necessary to dig the large holes required 
for maximum decoupling (300 to 1). Small
er holes, comparatively, could reduce the 
seismic signal to a level which would be 
difficult if not impossible to detect. For 
example, Dr. Albert Latter testified that a 
decoupling factor of 30 could be obtained 
in a hole one-thirtieth of the optimum 
volume. Dr. Bethe disagreec;l and contended 
that a decoupling factor of 30 would require 
a hole one-tenth of the optimum volume 
for maximum decoupling. Since the opti
mum hole volume is 91,000 cubic yards (at 
a depth of about 3,000 feet) per kiloton, a 
decoupling of a factor of 30 would require 
excavation of about 3,000 cubic yards, ac
cording to Latter, or about 9,000 cubic 
yards according to Dr. Bethe. 

The diameter of holes required to pro
vide decoupling factors of 30 and 300 were 
calculated by Dr. Albert Latter for each of 
several sizes of explosions. 

Testimony indicated that nuclear explo
sions might also be concealed by firing them 
at such a tiiile that the resulting seismic 
signals would be masked by the signals from 
large earthquakes. Theories of other pos
sible techniques to prevent accurate loca
tion or to destroy the usefulness of the first 
motion criterion for identification were dis
cussed. However, these possib1llties were 
not considered as significant as concealment 
by decoupling. 

Improvement in Geneva experts system 
The improvements recommended by the 

Berkner Panel listed above under "Detection 
and Identification of Underground Nuclear 
Tests" were expected to restore the capabil
ity of the experts system to that estimated 
in 1958, which was based on a 21-station in
stallation in the Soviet Union. 

The committee heard several proposals for 
improving the detection and identification 
capab1llty of the control system by increas
ing the number of seismograph stations. 

Rand Corp. study presented by Dr. Richard 
Latter indicated that increasing the number 
of control posts, complete with 100-element 
arrays, to 30 stations within the U.S.S.R. 
would leave about 9 unidentified earth
quakes within the U.S.S.R. per year above 
magnitude 4.75 (20 kilotons under Rainier 
coupling conditions). About 36 unidenti
fied events per year within the U.S.S.R. 
would remain unidentified above magnitude 
4.35 (about 5 kilotons Rainier coupling). 

Dr. Roberts of the Carnegie Institute pro
posed a system of about 125 unmanned sta
tions in the Soviet Union, spaced at 250-mile 
intervals, for detecting tamped explosions 
as sman· as 10 tons or decoupled explosions 
of about 3 kilotons. However, he pointed 
out that there would be no way of dis
criminating between these small explosions 
and earthquakes. He based his recommen
dation on his experience with 1 ton high ex

.plosive charges fired in water and on addi-
tional experiments with quarry blasts. 

On this basis he estimated that 10 tons 
fired in rock could be detected at 250 miles 
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under favorable circumstances, particularly 
1f small arrays of seismographs were used 
at each station. 

Dr. Bethe proposed in his testimony before 
the committee on April 20, 1960, a network 
of about 600 unmanned seismograph sta
tions in the U.S.S.R., at intervals of about 
125 mlles. This network was designed to 
identify a high proportion of the earth
quakes equivalent ln size to a 20 kiloton 
fully decoupled explosion (about 70 tons 
closely tamped). 

He estimated there would be 5,000 seismic 
events of this magnitude in the U.S.S.R., of 
which about 500 would be unidentifi.ed. Dr. 
Bethe further stated that since we are in
terested only in decoupled explosions we 
would have to inspect only that part of the 
500 unidentified events which were located 
in salt dome areas. 

Hopefully, he reported this might involve 
as few as 5 events per year, since he esti
mates that only 1 percent of the 500 uniden
t1fled events would occur in salt dome areas 
of the U.S.S.R. This "8stimate is based on 
Dr. Bethe's assumption that 20 kiloton de
coupled explosions could most easlly be con
ducted in salt beds. 

In a communication to the committee 
dated April 27, 7 days later, Dr. Bethe of
fered a revised statement whlch is printed 
in the appendix to the hearings. In this 
later statement he indicated that it would 
be possible, according to his new calcUla
tions, to reduce the 600 unmanned stations 
to 200 unmanned stations. 
Engineering study of large arrays in U.S.S.B. 

An engineering study of the feasibility of 
installing large arrays of seismographs at 22 
locations in the U.S.S.R. was presented to the 
comm.lttee.5 This study revealed that the 
maximum number of seismographs which on 
the average can be used in an array is more 
like 30 than 100. This conclusion results 
from the practical problems of successfully 
finding a large number of quiet seismic loca
tions within th.e 2-mile-diameter circle de
termined to be optimum for a large array. 
Thus, it is possible to achieve in a "realistic" 
array installation of about 30 seismographs 
.an improvement in signal-to-noise level of 
a factor of 4 rather than the theoretical 
estimate of a factor of 10 for a 100-element 
"ldeal" array. 

The study further indicated that of the 
22 control post locations spaced as recom
mended by the 19.58 conference of experts, 
16 stations can be located on good geology 
with 6 on fair, poor, or very poor geology. 
Thus, 6 of the 22 stations of an actual Ge
neva system of seismic arrays in the U.S.S.R. 
can be expected to have a capability lower 
than that theoretically expected by the 
experts.• 

The report outlines the practical prob
lems of engineering and logistics for sta
tions from the Arctic areas to the deserts 
and high mountains of the southern part of 
the U.S.S.R. The project is compared in 
engineering d11ficulty to the multibillion
dollar · DEW line project and is roughly 
estimated to cost $1 to $5 billion just for 
control posts in the Soviet Union alone. 

Onsite inspection 
The 1958 conference of experts recognized 

the diftlculty of identifying a carefully con
cealed underground nuclear explosion. In 
the experts' report they stated: 

""Wlien the control posts detect an event 
which cannot be identified by the 1nterna-

5 This study was made by United Electro
dynamics Corp. for the Air Force Technical 
Applications Center, Apr. 15, 1960. 

e It should be noted that problems of rapid 
and secure communication of signals and in
formation both within the external to the 
test detection system were not covered to 
any extent during the hearings. Limitation 
of time prevented a discussion of this 
·problem. 

t1onal control organ and which· · could be 
suspected of being a nuclear -explosion, the 
international control organ can send an 
inspection group to the site of this event 
in order to determine whether a nuclear 
explosion has taken place or not. •• 

How many annual onsite inspections 
would be necessary or permlttea In the 
U.S.S.R. has been the subject of continuous 
controversy between the U.S.S.R. and 
United States-United Kingdom n~gotiators 
at Geneva. The U.S. February 11, 1960, 
proposal discussed above, under "Detec
tion and Identification of Underground 
Nuclear Tests, was an attempt to overcome 
the Soviet refusal to agree to inspection 
rights on all suspicious events by setting a 
specific number of annual inspections as a 
quota with a direct relationship to the tech
nical requirement.7 The hearings discussed 
the methods by which onsite inspections 
would be made. Inspection would consist 
of aerial overflight of an area of 40 to 200 
square miles, subsequent ground survey of 
suspicious smaller areas located from the 
air, and, finally; actual drilling operations 
to locate radioactivity at the point deep un
derground where the explosion may have 
occurred. 

In the first phase, aircraft equipped with 
conventional and infrared photographic 
equipment, and airborne magnetometers, 
would search for unusual vehicular traffic, 
mining or drilling activities, communication 
or powerlines, craters, rock slides, cracks in 
the earth, disrupted vegetation, etc. 

In the second phase, ground examinations 
of selected smaller surface areas would 
utilize scientific equipment such as sensi
tive magnetometers, electromagnetic metal 
detectors, refraction shooting equipment, 
etc. The objective would be to attempt to 
locate, hopefully within a circle of about 
500 feet in diameter, the spot directly over 
the suspected underground nuclear explo
sion. .Magnetometers and induction de
tectors may locate remnants of cable, drill 
tips, or drill casing, or other construction 
material whlch may have been used in pre
paring for the shot. Reflection and re
fraction shooting .may be useful in locating 
underground cavities. Surface inspection 
on foot or horseback would be required to 
look for unusual signs of human activities 
connected with preparations for the test. 

The third and final phase of inspection 
would be drilling. This phase would not be 
started until the successful conclusion of 
the second phase. By successful conclusion 
is meant that one or more areas equivalent 
to a circle of the order of 500 feet radius can 
be selected for drilling operations. Drilling 
operations must then be conducted in each 
one of these. localized areas. The probability 
of sucoess in such operations is given in the 
following table presented by Dr. Gerald 
Johnson, Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, 
Livermore: 
Probability of discovery of radioactive zone 

from tamped explosions within a 500-foot 
circle 

Yield (kilotons) 

'1.7-- -------------------------
2()_ -----------------------.-----
100----------------------.-----

5 boles 

Percent 
3 

26 
100 

10 boles 

Percent 
12 
94 

100 

It was variously ·estimated by scientific 
witnesses that the overall probability of 
success of an onsite inspection in locating 
and identifying a single. underground nu
clear explosion varies from very nearly zero 

' The Soviets have . consistently held that 
agreement .on 1;he quota should be settled 

. as .a political question independently of the 
problem of the number of unidentified 
events. 

to a probability of 100 percent success 1f the 
Inspection were conducted in an exhaustive 
manner for a period ot several years at a 
cost of tens of mlllions of dollars. 
Detection and. identification of nuclear ez

p1osions at high altitude and in space 
The problem of detecting nuclear explo

sions at high altitudes and in space may be 
solved by .detection equipment mounted on 
the surface of the earth in conjunction with 
detection equipment based in satellites in 
prescribed orbits around the earth or the 
sun. Techniques suggested by technical 
working group I (July 1959) for installa
tion at control posts of the experts system 
are tabulated below: 

Method: 
Direct optical-----------
Fluorescence-------------
Backscatter radar---------
Cosmic noise absorption.. __ 
Electromagnetic pulse-----

Approximate 
theoretical 

range (miles) 
300,000 
500,000 

3,000 
1, 000-10, 000 

3,000 

Techniques for employment on earth or 
solar satellites are listed in the following 
tables: 

Approximate 
theoretical 

Method: .range (miles) 
Thermal 1(-rays _____________ 200,000,000 
FTon1pt gar.nr.na rays_________ 300,000 
Delayed gamma rays_________ 300,000 
Pr~pt neutrons____________ 100,000 
Delayed neutrons____________ 10,000 
Trapped electrons____________ 30, 000 

Ground techniques appear to have possi-
bilities for detection out to ranges of 300,000 
to 500,000 miles. Five of the six suggested 
satelllte techniques are similarly limited to 
ranges of about 300,000 miles from the satel
lite. At distances beyond 300,000 miles from 
an earth sate111te system, slightly more than 
the distance to the moon, it is significant to 
note that only the X-ray technique will 
record radiation from a nuclear explosion. 
Thus, in more than 99.99 percent of space 
available for nuclear tests by a violator only 
the X-ray technique has the necessary detec
tion range. Furthermore, this X-ray tech
nique is subject to degradation in range by 
the technique of shielding by a potential 
violator to reduce the intensity of X-rays 
from the explosion. It is estimated that the 
above range for an unshielded explosion 
would be reduced by a factor of 10 or more 
for explosions in the megaton yield range 
and by a factor of 100 or more for explosions 
of the order of 10 kilotons in yield by 
shielding. 

Very little is known about the natural 
radiation of gamma rays, neutrons, and 
X-rays in regions where satellites would be 
installed. The effectiveness and reliability 
of the satellite system w111 therefore de
pend greatly upon the degree to which pulses 
of radiation similar to those produced by 
nuclear explosions in space might be pro
duced naturally. 
Significance of further weapon developments 

through clandestine tests 
As previously discussed, the witnesses 

agreed that the 180-statlon Geneva system 
would not have a capab111ty of detecting 
and identifying seismic events below 20 
kilotons equivalent as originally thought. 
All witnesses also agreed that seismic signals 
from unc!erground tests could be reduced by 
decoupling up to a factor of 300. Accord
ingly, with the present state of knowledge, 
detection of an underground low-yield test 
.bY a violator attempting to conceal it will 
be extremely diiDcult 1! not impossible. 
Similarly, it was agreed that clandestine 
testing of high yield weapons in space could 
·be conducted within the present scope of 
missile and satell1te technology . 

In view of this, . the 'question naturally 
arises as to .the impor~ce or significance 
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of clandestine tests. In the opinion of the 
scientists, who testified at these hearings, 
further underground tests at yields smaller 
than 20 kilotons would permit development 
of new weapons in the low kiloton range. 
They also agreed that further testing in 
space would permit full-scale tests of weap
ons developed by underground scaled-down 
tests, as well as permit development of im
proved models of high-yield nuclear weapons. 

The witnesses differed, however, on the 
relative military significance of such de
velopments compared to the stockpiles of 
sophisticated weapons presently available to 
the three principal nuclear powers, the 
United States, the United Kingdom, and the 
U.S.S.R. For example, Dr. Teller considers 
such developments of very great importance, 
while Dr. Bethe considers they would be of 
only nominal importance. 

The impqrtance to the United States of 
future development of low-yield. nuclear 
weapons, as well as improvements in high
yield weapons, is determined by military re
quirements-strategic and tactical. These 
are the responsibility of various agencies in 
the executive branch, including the Office of 
the President, the Department of Defense, 
and the AEC, as well as designated congres
sional committees in the legislative branch. 
However, the military significance to the 
United States of possible future nuclear 
weapons must also be considered and as
sessed in relationship to the overall diplo
matic and foreign policies of the United 
States. While these hearings were concerned 
primarily with the technical problems of a 
nuclear test ban, it is recognized that diplo
matic and . policy matters of great im
portance must also be considered in the 
final evaluation. The latter, however, were 
not within the scope of these hearings. 

Research and development required for 
seismic improvement 

It was the unanimous opinion of all wit
nesses that a vigorous and sustained pro
gram of research and development is neces
sary to improve our instrumentation and 
our techniques of detection, identification, 
and inspection of nuclear explosion tests. 

The Berkner Panel proposed a comprehen
sive research program in seismology and rec
ommended a systems development program 
directed toward the specification of equip
ment required for a worldwide seismic system 
for monitoring underground nuclear explo
sions. The March 1959 Berkner report rec
ommended a total expenditure of $22.8 mil
lion for the first year and $30 million for 
the second year. 

A U.S. research and development program, 
designated Project Vela Uniform, was as
signed to the Department of Defense's Ad
vanced Research Projects Agency (ARPA) in 
September 1959. The Advanced Research 
Projects Agency authorized implementation 
of the program in February 1960 by the Air 
Force Technical Applications Center 
(AFTAC). 

This program was allocated $8.5 million in 
December 1959, of which $5 million was ob
ligated by April 19, 1960. Testimony indi
cated that there is no line item in the fiscal 
1961 Department of Defense budget for this 
program and future funds thus would have 
to be obtained from other Department of De
fense projects or sources. 

Under Project Vela Uniform, AFTAC has 
undertaken the following major tasks: 

(a) Equip a large number of world seis
mological observatories with standard cali
brated seismographs and auxiliary equip
ment and provide for the free exchange of 
data accumulated throughout the continuous 
operation of such equipment. This program 
is designed to provide uniform .and quantita
tive seismic data in support of research on 
the nature of earthquakes and the character
istics of seismic waves produced by them. A 
special panel established by the National 
Academy of Sciences will provide recommen
dations on equipment specifications and on 

deployment and use of this equipment. Pro
curement, installation, and distribution is 
to be handled by the U.S. Coast and Geodetic 
Survey of the Department of Commerce with 
the first 50 sets of equipment expected to be 
available in mid-1960. 

(b) Stimulate basic research in seismology 
through the establishment of programs at 
universities and other research organiza
tions to include investigations on the gen
eration and propagation of seismic waves, 
studies of the structure of the earth, and 
the development of new types of seismic in
struments. These efforts are expected to 
contribute to the solution of detection prob
lem and to result in a significant increase in 
the number of trained scientists who would 
be required for the technical operations of 
a control system. 

(c) Carry out a systems development pro
gram to include the construction and op
eration of a Geneva-type station recom
mended by the 1958 Conference of Experts 
and the design and operation of a systems 
development laboratory and seismograph 
station based on Berkner Panel recommen
dations. Characteristics of the latter sta
tion wlll be continually modified in the light 
of technical advances. 

(d) Investigate the magnitude and char
acteristics of seismic effects from both 
underground nuclear and high explosive det
onations for the purpose of obtaining data 
on the difference in signals generated, the 
effects of depth of burial and geology and 
to obtain possible additional criteria for 
differentiating between natural and artifi
cial seismic events. Extensive measure
ments to be made at distanc.es from a few 
feet out to distances as far as 2,000 to 3,000 
miles from these explosions would provide 
data which are expected to result in major 
improvements in detection capabilities. · 
(Nuclear explosions were considered essen
tial by most of the witnesses for a research 
program of this nature.) 
Research and development required to de

termine feasibility of detecting nuclear 
explosions in space 
The March 1959 report of the Panofsky 

Panel 8 proposed a program of research and 
development to determine the feasiblllty of 
systems for detecting nuclear explosions in 
space. The U.S. Government is considering 
a major program of research and develop
ment based on the recommendations of this 
report. This program, designated Vela Sierra 
(ground-based techniques) and Vela Hotel 
(satelllte-based techniques), is the responsi
bility of the Advanced Research Projects 
Agency (ARPA). 

Scientific opinion at the hearings unani
mously supported the requirement for an 
intensive program of research and develop
ment to determine the feasibility of detect
ing nuclear explosions in space. A program 
of research and development was presented 
by ARPA which amounts to the threefold 
task of ( 1) surveying the background levels 
of radiation in space to be encountered by 
satellite detectors; (2) developing adequate 
detection equipment for satellites, launch
ing, tracking, and data-reduction systems; 
and (3) developing equipment for detection 
of nuclear explosions in space from control 
posts of the 1958 Geneva experts system. 

The program contemplates utilizing the 
facilities of the Department of Defense, the 
Atomic Energy Commission, and the National . 
Aeronautics and Space Administration in the 
most effective way possible to accomplish the 
program in the shortest possible time. It is 
estimated that a program of 3 to 5 years of 
research and development will be required 

8 The Panel on High Altitude Detection 
under the chairmanship of Dr. Wolfgang 
Panofsky was appointed by the Special As
sistant to the President for Science and 
Technology and on Mar. 16, 1959, submitted 
its final report. 

to determine the feasibility of a system for 
detecting nuclear explosions in space. 

ARPA has requested $20 million for fiscal 
year 1961 to pursue the program of research 
on surface and satellite techniques for de
tecting high-altitude explosions. 

PRESIDENT EISENHOWER'S OPPOR
TUNITY TO STAND UP FOR FREE
DOM ' 
Mr. COFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. FEIGHAN] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection . 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maine? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, today, 

May 10, we commemorate Rumanian In
dependence Day which has long been 
celebrated by Rumanian patriots in all 
parts of the world as a day of national 
unity. · 

The Rumanian Nation, history tells us, 
was constructed by the descendants of 
the Roman colonists many centuries ago. 
Down through history Rumania has 
stood as one of the strong and sturdy 
ramparts of European freedom and the 
noble cause of Christianity. As a con
sequence of her geographical position as 
well as her strong loyalty to the cause 
of an advanced civilization, Rumania 

. has often been the scene of war and 
martyrdom. 

Today this historic nation of some 20 
millions of people suffers under the heavy 
yoke of Russian Communist imperialism. 
While it is true that the Rumanians have 
known the cruel whip of Moscow in past 
generations, the Communist whip now 
in the hands of the Kremlin masters is 
more cruel, brutal, and inhuman than 
any before lashed over the backs of the 
Rumanian people. All freedom-loving 
Americans, therefore, on this, the tradi
tional Rumanian Independence Day, pay 
tribute to those loyal and sturdy Ruman
ian patriots who stand fast in their faith 
for the future of Rumania and all man
kind. 

Within 6 days the summit meeting at 
Paris, France, will be held. This meet
ing presents a marvelous opportunity for 
President Eisenhower to become the 
champion of freedom and national in
dependence for all people and nations 
by insisting that the agenda to be con
sidered at the meeting include the right 
of all nations, large and small, to de
termine their own destiny, their own 
form of government, by free and un
fettered elections. Insistence upon this 
right at the summit meeting may be 
offensive to the cruel, inhuman leader 
of the Russian Communists and the in
ternational Communist conspiracy, 
Khrushchev, but it would be in strict 
conformity with the previous agreements 
signed by the Soviet Union, Great 
Britain, France, and the united States. 

The Captive Nations Week resolution, 
which is Public Law 86-90, enacted by 
Congress and signed by the President 
July 17 of last year, means that we 
deeply share the aspirations of all the 
captive nations for their national in
dependence, freedom, and individual 
liberty. It also signalizes to Moscow 
that it should make no mistake about 
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our spiritual alliance with the captive 
millions and that in no circumstances 
will we ever sacrifice their goals for 
national independence, freedom, and iri
dividual liberty in any deal. 

By insisting upon the right of self
determination of nations to be included 
in the summit agenda, President Eisen
hower will have the complete support of 
Congress and the acclaim of the Ameri
can people and all people throughout the 
world who are anxious for a peace with 
justice. 

I am confident that the God-fearing 
people of the great nation of Rumania, 
once again, given an opportunity to de
termine their own destiny by free and 
unfettered elections, would repudiate the 
Russian proconsuls and Russian stooges 
who are in .control of the Government. 
They would replace them with loyal 
patriotic Rumanians worthy of the great 
tradition and heritage of true 
RumanianS. 

WAGING PEACE· 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 

Speaker, I would not want this RECORD 
to close, in the light of the remarks made 
earlier today, without some comment 
about waging peace. The events of the 
past 15 months have given many Ameri
cans hope that the administration was 
indeed engaged in waging peace, but 
Americans have been unnerved by the 
swift succession of events in the past 10 
days. So much attention has been given 
to the :fiight across Soviet territory that 
the greater risk to the nuclear test con
versations at Geneva has almost slipped 
from view. 

In 1958, our international discussions 
of nuclear tests had come close to the 
point of an agreement. All of the scien
tists felt that a treaty could have been 
settled then, but we insisted on further 
nuclear exp1osions and, while we tested 
small bombs, the Russians perfected the 
H-bomb for carriage in a missile. We 
zesumed conversations. 

Finally on February 12 of this year we 
offered a new proposal calling for a pro
gram of joint research and experimenta
tion to develop the detection of small 
tests underground. In the White House 
statement at that time it was said "the 
United States is determined to make all 
possible progress toward the ultimate 
objective of the negotiations," and "a 
joint program of research and experi
mentation would permit the ban to be 
systematically extended to the remaining 
areas underground where adequate con
trol measures are not now possible to 
incorporate." 

Out of these negotiations had come 
iurther agreement so that there ze
mained to be settled at the forthcoming 
summit conferences only three major 
questions: The question of the length 
of the moratorium, the completion of the 
control group, .and the number of on
sight inspections. 

Most scientists believed that these par
tially political questions could be re
solved in an acce.Ptable manner at the 
forthcoming summit conferences and 
that this would be one step forward to
ward building a lasting peace. But, 
again, even as others have indicated 
their willingness to accept our offers, we 
again appear to be torpedoing our own 
offer. 

On last Friday, the President stated 
that we would not have joint research 
but coordinated research, which is a far 
different thing. On Saturday he an
nounced that we would proceed to carry 
out underground nuclear tests, thus in
directly withdrawing the offer of Febru
ary 12 for joint research, just 4 days 
before the conference resumes meetings 
to work out joint research. In this time 
of tensions, Mr. Speaker, it is essential 
that we try to increase rather than de
crease the area of trust. If we would 
be trusted, we must proceed in good 
faith ourselves. A coordinated research 
program in which the other parties to 
the research will not know fully what 
is being done may very well undermine 
the opportunity for an agreement on a 
nuclear test ban. 

This morning's Washington Post, in 
a UPI dispatch from Geneva, indicates 
that neither the British nor American 
delegations had been informed in ad
vance of the Washington move. They 
were obviously irked at its timing and 
feared months of tedious conference ac
tivities might have been wasted because 
of it. A Reuter's dispatch indicates 
that Britain is opposed to the unilateral 
resumption of nuclear testing by either 
the · United States or the Soviet Union 
unless it is carried out within the frame
work of current negotiations, which is 
to say, under joint research. Certainly 
we should not act without consultation, 
especially at this stage. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
have a right to be told the truth by their 
public officials. The issues with which 
we deal are of such great importance 
that deception may invite national de
struction. The confidence of our adver
saries in our truthfulness has already 
been badly shaken by the events of the 
past weekend. Now we risk shaking the 
confidence of our allies and friends as 
well. 

I call upon the President to retract the 
announcement of last Saturday and to 
affirm his offer of February 12, to help 
assure that a nuclear test ban, as the 
first step toward world disarmament, 
may be achieved. President de Gaulle 
reminded us 2 weeks ago that this is the 
last moment for reaching agreement. 
Otherwise we may expect many more 
nations to join the nuclear club, we may 
expect agreement to be more difficult, 
and the risk of nuclear war, even by 
accident, to mount. 

Mr. Speaker, I am distressed that 
there are public officials who in this hour 
preceding a world conference of heads 
of State would seek to justify or con
done provocative acts which threaten 
the lives of hundreds of millions of peo
ple the world over. I invite my col
leagues to read the following English 
translation by Tass of the remarks of 
Premier Khrushchev, which appeared on 
page 16 of today's New York Times. T~e 

uncommitted wor.ld will be listening to 
us as well as to Premier Khrushchev. 
They will be judging the actions of the 
United States as wen. as of the U.S.S.R. 
May our words and our deeds henceforth 
indicate an unswerving desire to wage 
peace, in order that mankind may live 
to enjoy freedom. Even those who have 
not yet experienced the freedom of the 
Western World have no desire to be lib
erated by incineration. 
[From the New York Times, May 10, 1960] 
TEXT OF KHRUSHCHEV' S SPEECH WARNING NA-

TIONS WITH BASES USED BY U.S. PLANES 

Dear Comrade Dvorak, Am.bassador of 
friendly, fraternal Czechoslovaki-a. 

Dear friends, comrades, gentlemen. 
We are very pleased to attend the recep

tion held on the occasion of the fifteenth 
anniversary of the liberation of the Czecho
slova k Republic, the celebration of Victory 
Day, which indeed is a holiday for all the 
peoples. The Soviet people, at one with all 
other peoples, sincerely want that there 
should be no more war, that this war should 
be the last, that it should be remembered 
by the peoples and should go down in history 
as the last war. 

We are doing our utmost to achieve this 
indeed. That is precisely why the Soviet 
Union submitted at the United Nations its 
proposals for general and complete disarma
ment. We not only insist on the necessity 
of reducing armed forces but already now, 
without waiting for such decisions by the 
Western countries, we unilaterally cut the 
armed forces of the Soviet Union by one
third. 

Whe.n we have reduced our armed forces 
to 2,400,000, some time will pass, and we 
shall think it over and evidently we shall 
further reduce our army. Comrade Zhadov 
'[Gen. Aleksandr A. Zhadov, deputy com
mander of Soviet ground forces) over there 
scratched the back of his head-another 
reduction. 

No, this will not be done now, Comrade 
General, but later. 

We shall do this if the situation favors 
·such measures. Of course, we shall not cut 
our armed forces to such a level which would 
prejudice the security of the Soviet Union. 
You should bear in mind that we do not 
reduce our armed forces for financial reasons. 
No, the financial situation of our state 1s 
splendid and, if need be, could not only 
forbear from reducing the army and navy, 
but increase them. I repeat, if this were 
necessary we could do this without tense 
efforts. But as good masters we say: Why 
have bigger armed forces than we need? 

CONTROLS NOT FEARED 

If our partners agree we are willing to ac
cept total disarmament and we shall e:tfect 
it honestly. We are not afraid of control. If 
you please, gentlemen, then you could fly over 
our territory, check, take pictures, do what 
you please. 

Such an 1ssue as now could not arise then. 
The Department of State explains the inci
dent with the downed reconnaissance plane 
more or less .as follows: One cannot, they say, 
admit, nor can one deny. It turns out, as 
in the well-known joke, that here is a malden 
who is also not a maiden for she has a child. 
The marriage was not registered, therefore 
one can regard her as a maiden .in a way. 
But she gave birth to a child. Can onere
gard her as a maiden or not? 

This does not happen in real life. We tell 
the Am.ericans: Your plane flew over our 
country on an intelligence mission. We 
tracked its :fllght and it flew to the Sverd
lovsk area, where it was brought down. That 
is how you got into a mess and you are in 
a mess. Pluck up your courage and say: 
Yes, there was such a disgraceful fact. And 
this is a big disgrace for Am.erica since every
one sees now how disgraced .in the eyes of 
the world are those who committed such a 
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shocking act of aggression. The whole world 
wants peace, a relaxation of international 
tension while certain quarters in the United 
States stage such a provocation. 

What were the purposes of this flight? A 
provocation. This is bad, very bad indeed. 

TIMING FOR SUMMIT SEEN 

I have already said, comrades, and now I 
repeat, that this was done deliberately and 
deliberately timed for the summit meeting 
in Paris. It is said that it was the work of 
the military. Only the military? What kind 
of state is this if the military do what the 
Government opposes? How can the Govern
ment tolerate this? If any one of our mili
tary allowed himself to do such a thing, we 
would pull him up immediately. The Gov
ernment and the country are strong when 
the entire machinery functions smoothly, 
when everything is subordinated to the Gov
ernment. Therein lies real strength. Under
stand me rightly: When everyone pulls in a 
different direction what kind of state is this 
and what confidence can one have in the 
policy of such a state? 

There can be no confidence in the policy 
of such a state. The statement that the 
aggressive flight was made without the w111 
and instructions of the Government, that 
nothing was known of it in the State De
partment, does not give credit to the De
partment of State of the United States. 
And what about Allen Dulles? 

For he knew about all this and he also 
is a member of the U.S. Government. For 
this is Allen Dulles' aviation. It turns out 
that the State Department's reply is, as the 
saying has it, too thin. 

It is possible, I do not know this for cer
tain, but I do not preclude the possibility 
that the Government of the United States 
of America knew of this flight. But I, so to 
speak, confide it to you. 

STATEMENT HELD ALARMING 

In diplomatic language it would be better 
to say: It knew, but it stopped its ears and 
closed its eyes and now depicts the matter 
as if the Devil led astray some official. How
ever, let it be, with this Government and 
with its way of issuing statements on all this. 

One thing is alarming in this statement. 
It is vague. More, this statement blames 
us for nat allowing to fiy over or travel 
across our country those who want to study 
our defenses, to discover secrets. And that 
is why they, that means the American Gov
ernment, had been impelled to send planes 
on intelllgence missions. This is a very 
dangerous explanation. It is dangerous be
cause it does not denounce but tries to jus
tify such a flight and seems to say that such 
flights are possible in the future, too, be
cause the Soviet Union does not think to 
reveal its secrets to countries that pursue 
unfriendly policy toward us. 

Using this as the only justification, some 
gentlemen intend to gain the right in the 
eyes of public opinion to fly over our terri
tory in the future, too, gleaning important 
military secrets. 

I repeat once again this is very danger
ous, let alone that it is wrong in principle 
and not in keeping with the spirit of inter
national peaceful relations. If someone in
tends to fly over our territory, reconnoiter
ing objectives and gleaning state secrets, we 
shall bring down such planes, just bring 
them down. 

More, if such flights are repeated, we shall 
take appropriate countermeasures. 

OTHER COUNTRIES WARNED 

I should say this: Those countries that 
have bases on their territories should note 
most carefully the following: If they allow 
others to fiy from their bases to our ter
ritory we shall hit at those bases. Because 
we assess such actions as provocations 
against c>ur country. 

We tell the governments of those coun
tries, if you leased your territory to others 

and are not the masters of your land, of your 
country, hence, we shall have to understand 
it in our way. Those who lease your ter
ritory, operate against us frc>m your terri
tory. Their lands are far from us while your 
land ls near. That is why as a warning to 
remote targets, we shall find the ;range to 
the near ones. Let them draw the appropri
ate conclusions. 

I should not iike to heat up passions 
because even in wartime people long for 
peace, await an end to the war and dream 
of peace. There is no war now. Our 
strength is being tested. Therefore, let us 
not draw conclusions aggravating relations 
between countries, such conclusions as 
would hamper us in the future, I should like 
to say, even in building good relations with 
the United States of America. Today I 
declare once again that we want to live not 
only in peace but also in friendship with 
the American people. The American people 
want no war, I am sure of this. 

On the eve of the Paris meeting the ag
gressive circles wanted to bring strong pres
sure to bear upon us. We say: Let us con
clude a peace treaty with Germany. Some 
of our former wartime allies are against this. 

WEST BERLIN STAND DECRIED 

But why? Plainly speaking, why need the 
United States of America, France, and the 
United Kingdom West Berlin? They need 
it as a dog needs a fifth leg. West Berlin 
does not give them anything. By the way, 
no one encroaches on West Berlin. It is said, 
freedom is at stake, but who encroaches on 
freedom? 

Let the West Berliners cc>ntinue to live 
as they do now and let them have the 
regime they like. The Soviet Government 
has long since declared that to select a 
regime is a matter for each people and that 
everyone should live as he prefers to. If 
the Western Powers do not want to sign a 
German peace treaty we shall have to sign 
a peace treaty with the German Democratic 
Republic. 

The point is that even after we conclude 
such a treaty with the German Democratic 
Republic they would like to exercise those 
rights which flow from Germany's surrender, 
to exercise them in defiance of the peace 
treaty we would have signed. But if we 
sign a peace treaty with the German Demo
cratic Republic, the terms of war will be 
ended and, hence, the terms of surrender 

. will also be ended. They will cease to op
erate. If after the signing of a peace treaty 
some one would like to force his way into 
West Berlin which we would like to see a 
free city, our force will resist this force. 

Aware of this, some leaders in the United 
States of America decided to teach Khru
shchev a lesson; since it is said that force 
will resist force, we shall teach a lesson to 
the Soviet Union, we shall fly over your ter
ritory and we already flew over it and re
turned home. 

EARLIER FL YOVER NOTED 

This happened, for instance, on April 9. 
I have already spoken of this. Even now 
this flight is denied in the United States. 
In this case the ethics is: If the thief is not 
caught, he is no thief. But this time we 
caught the thief and now the whole world 
knows of it. 

The reconnaissance plane should have 
been brought down on April 9, too. But 
our military, to put it mildly, let a chance 
slip by. And we, as one says, took them 
to task for it. On May 1 the reconnaissance 
plane was shot down. The mmtary splen
didly coped with the task when the oppo
nent grew bold. For the American military 
thought like this: If the April 9 flight passed 
off with impunity, that means they can
not hit it at such an altitude, and the ag
gressive millta.ry wanted to demonstrate 
their strength once again 15 days before the 
summit meeting. 

Well, Khrushchev, what are you boast
ing of? We :Oy over your country and you 
can do nothing about it. They expected to 
:Oy over Soviet territory this time, too, to 
:Oy over Sverdlovsk and to show that we can 
do nothing about it. Indeed, an unpleasant 
situation. And now when he hit the air 
pirate with a rocket, as the saying has it, it 
is time to dismount from the horse. 

S. M. Budenny: "One must slash down to 
the saddle, and everything will go to pieces." 

Nikita Khrushchev: "I believe that this 
cavalry rule is quite appropriate." 

Attempts are still made to frighten us 
because in the West bombers are flying on 
round-the-clock vigil • • •. 

ROCKETS ON VIGIL 

I should like to tell those people: "Listen, 
gentlemen, we also have bombers, but they 
are not on vigil, in our country rockets are 
on vigil." 

It is common knowledge that V bombers, 
as a rule, fly at an altitude ranging from 
12,000 to 17,000 meters, they cannot rise 
higher because designers still cannot over
come technical difficulties. The plane 
which committed the diversion on May 1 
flew at an altitude of 20,000 meters. They 
say it was an unarmed V plane. It was 
because it was unarmed that it could fiy 
at such an altitude. They expected that 
such a plane will be invulnerable for a long 
time to go. They even expected that this 
will be almost for all time. 

I shall say further, when Twining, the 
then Chief of Staff of the United States Air 
Force, arrived here we welcomed him as 
guest and entertained him. He left our 
country by air and next day sent a plane 
flying at great altitude to our country. This 
plane flew as far as Kiev. The question 
arose: Should we protest? I proposed that 
no prot~t should be lodged. Only an ani
mal might act like Twining which, eating at 
one place, might do its unpleasant busi
ness there. From such behavior we drew 
the conclusion: To improve rockets, to im
prove fighters. Our fighters can fly as high 
as 28,000 meters. But the difficulties of a 
fighter are that though it can rise high, 
it is not so easy and simple to find the tar
get in the air; a plane in the air is like a 
needle in the ocean. 

But the ~cket finds its target itself. 
This is the advantage of the rocket and we 
use of it. We have both fighters and rock
ets. That is why I say: If there are still 
politicians who would like to rely on bomb
ers, they are doomed to failure. With the 
up-to-date military techniques bombers will 
be shot down even before they approach the 
target. We also have g(}Qd aviation. I :Oew 
to America in a TU-114. This plane is a 
modification of a bomber with a flying range 
of 17,000 kilometers. I mentioned this to 
the President of the United States. How
ever, the ceiling of the bomber is within the 
sphere of operation of fighters. It is now 
not so difficult to bring down a bomber. 

The Americans can do this, but we can 
do it even better. 

That is why one should abandon this 
exchange of threats. It would be better 
to speak of peace and friendship, how mu
tually advantageous it is to trade, how good 
relations can be established between peo
ples, how cultural contacts and tourist travel 
can be developed. This would be a far 
more useful and lofty job and all the peo
ples of the world would welcome this. This 
is precisely what our stand is, comrades. 
The peoples demand tranqulllity, they are 
against wars and military conflicts. Let us 
try and meet these just demands of the 
people. 

SOVIET GOALS CITED 

When we were preparing the recent ses
sion of the Supreme Soviet we did not en
visage the discussion of any military ques
tions. We drafted a law on the abolition of 
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taxes paid by factory and office workers and 
a law on the completion of the transition 
to a 7 and 6-hour working day. We pre
pared for discussion at the session the ques
tion of increasing by 25 billion to 30 bil
lion rubles expenditures for the expansion 
of industry manufacturing consumer goods 
so as to emerge to first place in Europe dur
ing this 7-year-plan period, and to catch 
up with the United States 5 years later. 
What lofty aims from the attainment of 
which not a single people, not a single in
dividual in the world, would suffer. 

And here, as one says, to "cheer us up," 
they timed such an aggressive act for the 
great proletarian May Day holiday. But the 
aggressors themselves did not expect that 
they would indeed cheer us up. When Mar
shal Malinovsky mounted the mausoleum 
on May Day to make his speech, I could al
ready congratulate him on the shooting 
down of the plane. He replied that he · had 
learned this just before motoring to Red 
Square. This was good news before the 
minister's speech at the May Day parade. 

Comrades, today we are celebrating the 
day of victory in the war in which we lost 
more people and .wealth than any other 
country. We mourn over the dead but at 
the same time we celebrate and rejoice in 
our victory. 

HAll.S WAR VICTORY 

We rejoice because our people not only 
rehabllitated . the devastated economy but 
far surpassed the prewar level of develop
ment. This victory is also being celebrated 
in countries that were our allies in the last 
war. The Ambassadors of those countries 
are also here. We have just clinked glases 
with the American Ambassador, Mr. Thomp
son. But after our "clinking" in the air, 
are ringing of our glasses in the Czechoslo-

vak Embassy-is already not the proper 
ringing. 

I respect the Ambassador of the United 
States and I am convinced that he had 
nothing to do with this incursion, that he 
could not have anything to do even if he 
wished to. ' 

I am convinced of the ethical qualities 
of this man. Since I know him I think that 
he is not capable of such a thing. Evidently 
he feels this incident as a big annoyance 
for his country and for himself as the 
representative of the United States in the 
Soviet Union. This must be taken into 
consideration. 

Comrades, I propose a toast to the victory, 
to the nations and people who fought against 
Nazi Germany and with us won a great vic
tory. 

I propose a toast to friendly Czechoslo
vakia, to the remarkable people of Czecho
slovakia, to the hosts of this house, the 
Ambassador of the Czechoslovak Republic, 
Comrade Dvorak, and his wife, to all who 
represent the fraternal Czechoslovak Re
public in the Soviet Union. 

I raise my glass to the end of wars, to 
the end of provocations, to peace and friend
ship between the peoples. 

HEALTH CARE PROPOSALS 
Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BYRNES] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the RECORD and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Administration proposru 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, the Committee on Ways and 
Means is presently working in executive 
session on possible amendments to the 
Social Security Act. One of the impor
tant subjects under consideration in this 
activity is concerned with the establish
ment of a health and medical care pro
gram for the aged. 

Basically there are two proposed ap
proaches presently under consideration 
to provide the aged with protection 
against health care costs. One of these 
approaches is the Medicare plan reoom
mended by the administration as out
lined to the committee by the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, the 
Honorable Arthur s. Flemming. The 
other approach is contained in legisla
tion, H.R. 4700, sponsored by my distin
guished committee colleague, the Hon
orable AIME J. FORAND, of Rhode Island. 

Important factors involved in the eval
uation of the relative merits of these two 
approaches include eligibility or cover
age, soope of benefits, coot, and financing. 
So that factual information may be 
available on these important points, I 
have had a table prepared presenting a 
comparative analysis of the adminis
tration proposal and the Forand pro
posal. 

As a part of my remarks at this point 
in the RECORD I will include this table 
so that the information contained there
in may be publicly available: 

Forand, H.R. 4700 

I. Eligible group ___ ____ .__ __ ______ ___ _ All persons 65 and over who pay no lricome tax, or persons who 
do pay taxes and whose adjusted gross income, plus social se
curity, railroad retirement ben!lfitst and veterans benefits do 
not exceed $2,500 ($3,800 per couple): 

All persons 65 years or older receiving social security plus widows 
over age 62 and minor dependent children eligible for social 
security benefits: 

II. Enrollment fee ________________ __ _ _ 

III. Old-age-assistance recipients--- -- -.-
IV. Persons with low income __ __ ___ __ _ 

V. Persons with higher income __ ____ _ 

VI. Benefits per year: 
(a) GeneraL ___ __________ _____ ___ __ _ 

{b) Hospital care ____________ : ______ _ 

(c) Skilled nursing home care ___ ___ _ 

Total, eligible group ___________________________ 12,400,000 

~~~~i~~~~~================================ ~: ~: 888 With adjusted gross income of $2,500 or less ___ __ 500,000 
$24 per person per year. No enrollment fee for public assistance 

recipients. 
Covered: Total, 2,400,000----- - ----------- --- - -- ------ --- - - ----- 
Individual with less than ~2,500, or $3,800 per couple, of adjusted 

gross income covered: ':l'otal, 12,400,000. 
Persons with an income in excess of $2,500, or $3,800 per couple, 

not covered: Total, 3,600,000. 

Pays 80 percent of all medical costs in excess of the first $250, or 
$400 per couple, of medical expense incurred by the beneficiary 
in the year.t 

180 days. (At n ational average of $30 per day less coinsurance 
of 20 percent, this equals $4,300.) 1 

365 days. (At national average of $8 per day less coinsurance of 
- 20 percent, this equals $2,336.) 1 

(d) Organized home care services ____ 365 days_---- ------------------ --------------------- ---- ------- -
(e) Surgical procedures ____ ___ _______ Yes; no limit--- ---------------------- -------------------- -- -- ---
(f) Laboratory and X-ray services___ Up to $200, less coinsurance of 20 percent'----------------------
(g) Physicians' services_____ _________ Yes; no limit---- ------------- - --------------------- - - ----- -- - ---
(h) Dental services __ -------------- -- _____ do __ --- --------- - - - --- --------- ------------------ ---------- -
(1) Prescribed drugs_ _________________ Up to $350, less coinsurance of 20 percent'-----------------------
()) Private duty nurses______________ Yes; no limit _______ ·- - -------------------------------------------
(k) Physical restoration services ________ : _do ___ ---------------- __ ---- -------------------------------- -

VII. Optional coverage ________________ Yes; participants could purchase a major medical health insur-
ance policy from a private carrier or group. If so, the Federal 
and S~ate Governments would pay 50 percent of premium cost 

VIII. Administration ________ ~ ---- ------- St~fe ~~~~-~~~:-------~- ---- ____________________ _ 
IX. Cost_--------- ------- - ·------- --- - Total estimated costs ______ : ______________ $1,383,000,000 

Annual Federal share______ __ ___ ____________ ____ 600,000,000 
Annual State share------------------------------ 600.000,000 
Eligible individual annual contributions________ 183,000,000 

X. Financing_-- ___ -- __________ ----___ General revenues ____ --------------------------------------------

' Public assistance recipients receive 100 percent coverage. 

None. 

660,000 covered of the 2,400,000 total. 
Only low-income group receiving OASI would be covered. 

All of high-income group receiving OASI would be covered. 

Pays only dollar cost of first 60 days' hospital care; 120 days' 
nursing home care, less time in hospital; surgery. 

60 days. (At national average of $30 per day, this equals $1,800.) 

120 days less total number of days spent in hospital. (Hospital 
admittance required prior to entrance in nursing home. 
Assuming 1 day of hospital care, 119 days, at $8 equals $952.) 

None. 
Yes; no limit. 
None. 

' Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Federally administered. 
The first year expenditure could be $1.1 billion. Because it 

would be necessary to increase the payroll tax on a level pre
mium basis, the contribution to the fund during the first year 
would be $1. 64 billion. 

Payroll tax increase, based on 1st $4,800 of earnings: 
tio of 1 percent per employee, employees cost 

(approximately) _________ --------- -------- - -
tio of 1 percent per employer, employers cost 

~ ~a~frfxi:r~~r> I>ei-5efr:elliilioye<i,--se-u.:em: 
ployed cost (approximately) _______________ _ 

$750, 000,000 

750, 000, 000 

HO,OOO,OOO 

Total estimated benefit cost______________ 1, 640,000,000 
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AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATION 

BILL 
Mr. SMITII of California. Mr. Speak~ 

er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BROOM~ 
FIELD] may extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and include extrane~ 
ous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request oi the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, in 

our consideration of H.R. 12117, the agri-. 
culture appropriation bill. I would like 
to make it plain to my colleagues why I 
oppose this measure. 

The report issued with this bill by the 
House Committee on Appropriations is 
a telling indictment of the waste, the 
confusion and the loss of the income to 
our farmers because of our present farm 
policies. 

May I quote directly from the report 
on one portion of the agriculture ap
propriation bill, that having to do with 
production controls: 

What we have been doing hasn't worked. 
After spending or committing ourselves to 
spend nearly $26 blllion, the record shows 
the situation to be three or four times. worse 
in terms of surplus inventories of CCC. 

Any future farm program must provide 
that farm income shall come from the pro
duction of that quantity of product neces
sary for domestic and foreign markets. In 
the interest of the overall national economy, 
such production must reflect farm costs 
plus a reasonable profit. Such income 
should come from the market place. 

To me, there is a simple and perma
nent way of accomplishing this purpose 
as outlined by the report. It is just a 
case of getting the Federal Government 
out of the price control and subsidy busi
ness. It is a case of putting the destiny 
of our farmer in his own hands rather 
than that of the Federal Government. 

Apparently, a great many members of 
the House Committee on Agriculture 
have no confidence in our farmer and 
his ability to compete with his goods in 
the world market. 

This being a presidential election year, 
I can well recognize the fact that there 
is a noticeable reluctance on the part of 
some Members of both Houses of Con~ 
gress to upset any applecarts. Yet, it is 
my belief that the time has long since 
passed when expediency should be con
sidered national policy. 

Our constituents should be told the 
truth. Are the taxpayers of this Nation 
going to be faced with supporting a 
large segment of our population for~ 
ever? Or are efforts going to be made 
to permit the farmer to once again find 
his freedom, to live his own life as he 
sees fit, to get out from under restric
tive and liberty destroying edicts by the 
Federal Government? 

There are those who contend our agri
culture community must be planned 
down to the last iota, that the lives 
of those who make their living ofi the 
land they love must be regulated, con~ 
trolled, used as a. vehicle and. an excuse 
for hiring countless .more :federal em~ 
ployees who will play big brother, con~ 

trolling his every eifort to grow what he 
wants, where he wants. 

My answer to these people is this. 
Congress bas not yet found a means of 
repealing the law of gr'avity. It has not 
found a way to repeal the law of supply 
and demand. 

Congress does not have it in its power 
by joint resolution or otherwise to stop 
the course of the earth around the sun 
or the moon around the earth. 

Yet we are told by those who look at 
the farmer as a specimen on a micro
scopic slide or a substance in a test tube 
that all that is necessary is further lab
oratory conditions for the farmer, fur
ther isolation of him and his family from 
the economic ups and downs of our na
tional economy, further emphasis upon 
sterility and stagnation of the farmer's 
initiative and his hopes for the future. 

Fortunately, farmers are not grown 
in test tubes, and their horizons are lim
ited to the four walls of the social sci
ence laboratory. They are living, 
breathing beings with confidence in our 
Nation and hope for their future if we 
will but give them the means of having 
hope and the freedom to have a hand in 
their own salvation. 

Some claim that the fanner will wilt 
and die if he and his family are exposed 
to the open air of free competition. I 
do not believe this to be true. 

We have a huge surplus of farm goods 
in our warehouses, and we certainly can
not consume all that we grow. 

But we cannot claim that there are 
not ample markets for our agricultural 
products in other parts of the world 1! 
our farmers were but permitted to com
pete for these markets on a realistic 
basis. 

Our farmers do not want an existence 
in which their only hope for the future 
is further Federal subsidies. They wan,.t 
back their freedom. · Our consumers do 
not want artificially rigged prices which 
cost them millions of dollars annually 
in higher food costs. They want to buy 
food at a reasonable price. Our beef 
and poultry producers do not want to 
see their profits eaten up by feed costs 
which have no bearing on the world 
market price. They want to raise their 
beef, their poultry, as cheaply as pos
sible. 

It is time that Congress face the farm 
problem on the basis of national rieed 
and benefit, rather than as a field in 
which political promises far outweigh 
accomplishments, 

The best thing we can do for the 
farmer is to let him alone and permit 
him the necessity of liberty rather than 
trying to entice him with the luxuries 
of subsidies and price controls. 

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
CURTIS] may extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and include extrane~ 
.ous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, on rollcall No. 68 on Wednes
day, Ma.y 4, on adoption of the motion 
for the previous question on the motion 
that further proceedings under a rollcall 
be dispensed with, I was absent. Had I 
been present and voting I would have 
voted "nay." 

On rollcall No. 69, on a motion to dis
pense with further proceedings under a 
rollcall, I was absent. Had I been pres
ent and voting I would have voted 
"nay." 

J. EDGAR HOOVER 
Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. HAL
PERN] may extend his remarks at this 
point in the REcoRD and include extrane
ous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 
Ther~ was no objection. 
Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to add my commendations to those 
already expressed about J. Edgar Hoover 
on this the 36th anniversary year of his 
becoming Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. Few Americans are 
held in greater respect and admiration 
than this quiet :fighter against lawless
ness, crime, and subversion. 

His dedication to duty, his remarkable 
record, his personal integrity are mag
nificent testaments of his character and 
his devotion to the public service. 

As an administrator he reorganized a 
second-rate Federal bureau, enhanced its 
services and facilities, and restaffed it 
with comp·etent, young men. 

As a leader, he drove his men hard, 
but smashed the gangster wave of the 
thirties, the backwash from prohibition 
and depression. In the forties and fifties 
his vigilance was directed against Com
munists and subversives with such effect 
that Communist party membership has 
been reduced to its lowest ebb a.nd the 
Nation made safer as a result. 

As a patriot, he has given unstintingly 
of his talent and time in the preserva
tion of the national heritage. 

As a man, he has won the affection and 
respect of the entire Nation. 

It is a privilege and a pleasure to sa
lute him today on this his 36th anniver
sary with the Bureau. May the years 
ahead continue to be blessed with his 
courage and dedication and may the 
honors that have been bestowed upon 
him by a grateful Nation be multiplied 
again and again in recognition of a great 
public servant and an outstanding man. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By Unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. HosMER <at the request of Mr. 

MAILLIARD), for today, on account of ill
ness in the family. 

Mr. SHELLEY <at the request of Mr. 
KAsTENMEIER) , for today and the balance 
of the week, on account of omcial busi
nes,s. 
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House following the legisla
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. HOLIFIELD, for 30 minutes today, 
to revise and extend his remarks and in
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. RANDALL <at the request of Mr. 
McCoRMACK), for 10 minutes, on tomor
row. 

Mr. ScHWENGEL, for 2 hours, on Mon
day,May18. 

Mr. PucmsKI (at the request of Mr. 
CoFFIN), for 15 minutes, on tomorow. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. ALG·ER. 
Mr. BRADEMAS. . 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri and to include 

extraneous matter. 
Mr. MARSHALL, and also to include cer

tain charts in his remarks today in Com
mittee of the Whole. 

Mr. AvERY, his remarks in Committee 
of the Whole today during colloquY with 
Mr. MicHEL and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. FoRD, his remarks in Committee 
of the Whole today and to include a 
chart and a table. 

Mr. CANNON. 
<At the request of Mr. McCoRMACK, 

and to include extraneous matter, the 
following:> 

Mr. BOLAND. 
Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. 
<At the request of Mr. SMITH of Cali

fornia, and to include extraneous mat
ter, the following: > 

Mr. WmNALL. 
Mr. VAN ZANDT in two instances. 
Mr.DEVINE. · 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills and a joint resolu
tion of the House of the following titles, 
which were thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H.R.1217. An act to suspend for 2 years 
the import duty on certain amorphous 
graphite; , 

H.R. 1456. An act for the relief of Univer
sal Trades, Inc.; 

H.R. 1752. An act for the relief of Wilhel
mina Ordonez; 

H.R. 2082. An act for the relief of James 
Demetrios Chrysanthes, also known as James 
Demetrios Chrysan thacopoulos; 

H.R. 3786. An act for the relief of Chan 
Kit Ying and James George Bainter; 

H.R. 3934. An act for the relief of Mrs. E. 
Christine Williams; 

H.R. 4562. An act for the relief of Stanis
law Grzelewski; 

H.R. 4825. An act for the relief of Jean K. 
Simmons; 

H.R. 5349. An act to provide for the con
veyance to Orange County, Calif., of all 
right, title, and interest of the United States 

in and to certain real property situated 1n 
Orange County, oaltf.; 

H.R. 6083. An act for the relief of Mary V:. 
Jones; 

H.R. 6493. An act for the relief of Robert 
Dolton; 

H.R. 6843. An act for the relief of Daniel 
Wilging; 

H.R. 7226. An act for the relief of Mr. 
Hughie D. Martin and lone Martin; 

H.R. 7254. An act for the relief of Simeen 
Helena Chaghaghi; 

H.R. 7363. An act for the relief of Chester 
A. Spindler; 

H.R. 8280. An act for the relief of Clarence 
T. Tolpo; 

H.R. 8383. An act for the relief of Maj. Jack 
E. Hudson; 

H.R. 8456. An act for the relief of Capt. 
Jack Rubley; 

H.R. 8672. An act for the relief of Dr. Deh 
Chang Tao; 

H.R. 8868. An act for the relief of the Al
bertson Water District, Nassau County, N.Y.; 

H.R. 8941. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Alice Anderson; 

H.R. 9084. An act to repeal certain retire
ment promotion authority of the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey; 

H.R. 9216. An act for the relief of Daniel 
C. Turner; 

H.R. 9464. An act to remove the require
ment that, of the Chief and Deputy Chief 
of the Bureau of Ships, one must be special
ly qualified and experienced in naval engi
neering and the other must be specially 
qualified and experienced in naval architec
ture; 

H.R. 9476. An act for the relief of George 
E. Williams and William L. Johnson; 

H.R. 9760. An act for the relief of Sam 
Doolittle; 

H.R. 9861. An act to continue for a tem
porary period the existing suspension of duty 
on certain istle or Tampico fiber; 

H.R. 10045. An act to amend the act en
titled "An act to provide better fac111ties 
for the enforcement of the customs and im
migration laws," to increase the amounts 
authorized to be expended; 

H.R. 10164. An act to change the name of 
the locks and dam No. 41 on the Ohio River 
at Louisville, Ky.; 

H.R. 10401. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior and re
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1961; 

H.R. 10550. An act to extend the Export 
Control Act of 1949 for two additional years; 

H.R. 11415. An act to provide for the desig
nation of a portion of the District of Colum
bia as the "Plaza of the Americas"; and 

H.J. Res. 598~ Joint resolution to extend the 
time for filing the final report of the Lincoln 
Sesquicentennial Commission. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. COFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

<at 4 o'clock and 38 ·minutes p.m.) , the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, May 11, 1960, ·at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of ru1e XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

2135. A letter from the Under Secretary of 
Commerce, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled "A blll to authorize the 
Secretary of Commerce to utilize funds re
ceived from State and local governments and 
private organizations and individuals for spe-

. cial meteorological services"; to .the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

2136. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting .a copy of 
the Federal Trade Commission's Annual Re
port for the fiscal year 1959; to the Commit
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

2137. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a draft of pro
posed legislation entitled "A bill to permit 
the Secretary of the Interior to revoke in 
whole or in part the school and agency farm 
reserve on the Lac du Flambeau Reserva
tion"; to the Committee on interior and In
sular Affairs. 

2138. A letter from the Under Secretary of 
Commerce, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled "A bill to amend section 
502 of the General Bridge Act of 1946, and 
for other purposes"; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

2139. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation entitled "A bill authorizing addi
tional appropriations for prosecution of the 
channel improvement feature of the author
ized project for the Mississippi River and 
tributaries"; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of ru1e xm, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. ASPINALL: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H.R. 5098. A bill to provide 
for the application . and disposition of net 
revenues from the power development on the 
Grand Valley Federal reclamation project, 
Colorado; with amendment (Rept. No. 1594). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mrs. PFOST: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H.R. 11706. A bill to au
thorize an extension of time for final proof 
under the desert land laws under certain 
conditions; with amendment (Rept. No. 
1595). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Joint 
Committee on the Disposition of Executive 
Papers. House Report 1596. Report on the 
disposition of certain papers of sundry execu
tive departments. Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. EDMONDSON: Committee on Interior 
and Insular A1fairs. H.R. 8860. A blll to 
stabilize the mining of lead and zinc by small 
domestic producers on public, Indian, and 
other lands, and for other purposes; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 1597). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State 0'! the Union. 

Mr. HENDERSON: Committee on the Ju
diciary. H.R. 427i. A bill to validate the 
salary overpayments made to certain officers 
and employees incident to the salary adjust
ment provisions of the Federal Employees 
Salary Increase Act of 1955, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. -No. 
1599). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. LANE: Committee on. the Judiciary. 
H.R. 7670. A bill for the relief of Edwin A. 
Haddad; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1598). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 
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Under clause 4 of rule XXTI, public 
· bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ELLIOTT' of Alabama: 
H.R. 12125. A bill to amend the Library 

services Act in order to extend for 5 years 
the authorization for appropriations, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
H.R. 12126. A bill to provide that the Sec

retary of Agriculture shall study and inves
tigate the desirability and feasibility of 
establishing and maintaining a national 
botanic garden; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

H.R. 12127. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act so as to remove the limi
tation upon the amount of outside income 
which an individual may earn while receiv
ing benefits thereunder; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 12128. A bill to repeal certain provi
sions of the Federal Employees Healtb Bene
fits Act of 1959 to eliminate the distinctions 
in such act with respect to dependent and 
nondependent husbands, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil SerVice. 

By Mr. LANE: 
H.R. 12129. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to proVide a credit 
against income tax for certain employers 
who employ indiViduals 50 years of age and 
over; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MONAGAN: 
H.R. 12130. A bill to amend part II of the 

Interstate Commerce Act in order to require 
proof of payment of State and local taxes as 
a condition to transferring a certificate or 
permit issued to a carrier by motor vehicle 
under the provisions of such part; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. WESTLAND: 
H.R. 12131. A bill to acquire lands to con

struct an approach road into the Ozette 
Lake region in the Olympic National Park in 
the State of Washington, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Afi'airs. 

By Mr. CLARK: 
H.R.12132. A bill to provide that certain 

subcontracts may be entered into only in 
accordance with rules and regulations pre
scribed by the Small Business Administra
tion; to the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency. 

By Mr. i>INGELL: 
H.R.12133. A bill to amend the Natural 

.Gas Act to prohibit a rate increase from be
coming effective, subject to bond, before a 
pending rate increase proceeding has been 
finally determined; to the Committee on In
terstate 1:1-nd Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HERLONG: 
. H.R.12134. A bill to amend section 902 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 with re
spect to foreign taxes paid by certain prede

-cessor corporations; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado: 
H.R. 12135. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to repeal the tax on 
the transportation of persons, effective July 
.1, 1961; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PRICE: 
H.R. 12136. A bill to amend the . Federal 

Trade Commission Act to strengthen inde
pendent competitive enterprise by providing 
for fair competitive acts, practices, and 
methods of competition, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

H.R.12137. A b111 to amend the Federal 
Trade Commission Act to provide for the 

issuance of temporary cease-and-desist orders 
to prevent certain acts and practices pending 
completion of Federal Trade Commission 
proceedings; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. . 

By Mr. ROGERS of Colorado: 
H.R. 12138. A b111 to amend the Federal 

Trade Commission Act to provide for the is
suance of temporary cease-and-desist orders 
to prevent certain acts and practices pending 
completion of Federal Trade Commission 
proceedings; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. UDALL: 
H.R. 12139. A bill to authorize the transfer 

of a Bureau of Reclamation bridge across the 
Colorado River near Needles, Calif., and Mo
have County, Ariz.; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. KOWALSKI: 
H.R.12140. A bill to amend the National 

Defense Education Act of 1958 in order to 
make student loans under title II of such 
act available to teachers wttending summer 
sessions in institutions of higher education; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. COFFIN: 
H.R. 12141. A bill to amend the act of Au

gust 11, 1939, with respect to the allocation 
of funds available under that act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. ANFUSO: 
H.R. 12142. A bill to amend the act of Au

gust 11, 1939, with respect to the allocation 
of funds available under that act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. LENNON: 
H.R. 12143. A bill to amend the act of Au

gust 11, 1939, with respect to the allocation 
of funds available under that act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER: 
H.R. 12144. A bill to amend the act of Au

gust 11, 1939, with respect to the allocation 
of funds available under that act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. OLIVER: 
H.R. 12145. A bill to amend the act of Au

gust 11, 1939, with respect to the allocation 
of funds available under that act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer_
chan.t Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. PELLY: 
H.R. 12146. A bill to amend the act of Au

gust 11, 1939, with respect to the allocation 
of funds available under tha.t act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. THOMPSO~ of Louisiana: 
H.R. 12147. A bill to amend the act of Au

gust 11, 1939, with respect to the allocation 
of funds available under that act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee <1n Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. AUCHINCLOSS: 
-H.R. 12148. A bill to provide for a Com

mission on Presidential Offi.ce Space; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. COHELAN: 
H.R.12149. A bill to provide for Federal 

grants and contracts to carry out projects· 
with respect to techniques and practices for 
the prevention, diminution, and control of 
juvenile delinquency, and for the training 
of personnel; to the Committee on Educa
tion and Labor. 

By Mr. STRATTON: 
H.R. 12150. A blll to provide a program to 

test the effectiveness of promoting the con
sumption of · fhiid milk through advertising 
and other means; to the Committee on Agri
culture. · 
- By Mr. UDALL: . 

H.R. 12151. A bill giving the consent of 
Congress to a compact between the State of 
Arizona and the State of Nevada establish-

1ng a boundary between those States; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RAINS: 
H.R. 12152. A bill to relieve hardship for 

displaced families and businesses by assist
ing in their relocation and by providing them 
with mortgage financing under a new low
rent private housing program, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

H.R. 12153. A bill to promote homeowner
ship and achieve high-level stablllty in resi
dential construction, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. HALEY: 
H.J. Res. 703. Joint resolution directing the 

Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary 
of the Army to investigate and report on al
ternatives of the Kinzua Reservoir project, 
New York, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. RABAUT: 
H.J. Res. 704. Joint resolution to remove 

copyright restrictions upon the musical com
position "Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag," 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

ByMr.PELLY: 
H.J. Res. 705. Joint resolution to promote 

the conservation of ocean fish and shellfish; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SIKES: 
H. Con. Res. 689. Concurrent resolution to 

establish a Joint Committee on National Se
curity Intelligence; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. STRATTON: 
H. Res. 523. Resolution to authorize the 

Committee on Agriculture to conduct an in
vestigation and study comparing the opera
tions of Federal mi'k marketing orders in 
the New York and New England milksheds; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule xxn, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. HAYS: 
H.R. 12154. A bill for the relief of Gregoire 

A. Kublin; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. KEOGH: 
H.R. 12155. A b111 for the relief of Mrs. 

Jane R. Moore; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. McDONOUGH: 
H.R. 12156. A bill for the relief of Dr. 

Kamel Said Michel Baladi; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MOSS: 
H.R. 12157. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Barbara J. Rhodes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. PUCINSKI: 
H.R. 12158. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Wladys'lawa Brzezinska; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CONTE: 
H.R. 12159. A bill for the relief of Antonio 

Pellegrini; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

By Mr. DONOHUE: 
H.R. 12160. A bill for the relief of William 

.J. Heffern; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXll, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

456. By Mr. BARR: Petition of members 
of Teamsters Local Union No. 135 of the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chau1feurs, Warehousemen, and Helpers of 
America for a hearirig _ on the ri1ht to elec~ 
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its oftlcers; to the Committee on. Bducation 
and Labor. 

457. By Mr. NORBLAD~· Petition of Tex 
Shively and. other- residents of Salem. Oreg., 
relative to ILR. 1047.8 and any and all similar 

legislation designed to impose. .restrictions 
on the right. to own and bear arms; to tbe 
Committee on ways and Means. 

458. By the SPBAXER. Petitton of C. 
Nemetz, owner and manager, Hotel Pen.dle-

:ton, Pendleton, Oreg., req~esting inquiry 
a~d investig~tiop. relative to the American 
Federation of Mwiiclans Case 995, i95HO, 
Dewe:g rayZor v. The P"en.dle.ton Hotel et aZ.; 
to the Co~ttee on Education and Labor. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, 

Loyalty Day, 1960 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JAMES E. VAN ZANDT 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 10, 1960 

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States planned to observe Loyalty Day, 
1960, at Valley Forge State Park, Valley 
Forge, Pa., on Sunday, May 1, but be
cause of inclement weather the program 
was canceled. Another effort was made 
on Sunday, May 8, to stage the program, 
but rain again interfered, with the re
sult that it has been necessary to aban
don this year's observance of May Day 
at Valley Forge. 

Having been invited. to deliver the 
principal address at the May Day pro
gram at Valley Forge, I am inserting in 
the RECORD at this time the address 
which I had prepared for the occasion: 
S'PEECH BY REPRESENTATIVE JAMES E. VAN 

ZANDT, LOYALTY DAY CELE'BRATION AT VAL· 
LEY FORGE STATE PARK, VALLEY FORGE, PA., 
SPONSORED BY THE VETERANS OF FoREIGN 
WABS OF THE UNrrED STATES, SUNDAY, MAY 
1, 1960 
The 1960 Loyalty Day celebration recalls 

years of effort by the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars of the United States to have May 1 of 
each year permanently designated as Loyalty 
Day. 

Th1s occasion is further enhanced by the 
very nature of our geographical location, 
Valley Forge, which truly signifies heroic 
devotion· to the principle of American loyalty. 

The events that occurred here at Valley 
Forge almost 200 years ago have become 
sacred chapters in the annals of America's 
heritage. 

It was a great honor to accept the invita
tion to bring you a loyalty day mess.age 
and-as many of you know-my interest in 
this particular day holds both pride and 
affection. 

After years of persistent effort to have May 
1 of each year designated as loyalty day-in 
1958 the Congress endorsed a House joint 
resolution which it was my privilege to in
troduce as a Member of the House of Repre
'sentatives. 

The resolution was duly signed by Presi
dent Eisenhower on July 18, 1958, and thus 
May 1 of each year was established as Loyalty 
Day. 

This legislation requests that the Presi
dent of the United States issue an annual 
proclamation inviting the people of the 
United States to observe loyalty day with 
appropriate ceremonies-"In which all of our 
people may join in the expression and re
atllrmance of their loyalty to the United 
States." 

The 1960 loyalty day proclamation of 
President Eisenhower reminds us that "the 
existence of :the United States as a free Na
tion is dependent upon the unswerving and 
enlightened loyalty of its people," that "our 
priceless heritage of freedom is in constant 

danger from forces inimical to our tradi
tional concepts of Government-among 
which is our fundamental principle of lib
erty under law"-and "that on one special 
day of the year we gtve grateful expression 
to our co)lntry's deep hold upon our hearts 
and minds." 

Fellow Americans, we can do no less than 
give these . ideals so ably expressed by Presi
dent Eisenhower our earnest attention as 
loyal and liberty-loving citizens of this great 
Republic. . 

Before I give you some of my thoughts on 
the subject of loyalt_y-I should like to ex
tend a weir-deserved tribute to the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars of the United States. 

It had long been the goal of the VFW to 
secure a definite means by which we 
could counteract the demonstration of the 
Communists on May Day which often grew 
to large proportions in many cities, 
especially along. our eastern seaboard. 

Someone has said the VFW is not regarded 
as. merely a lot of ex-servicemen engaged in 
giving more lipservice to lofty ideals. 

Since its inception in 1899-the VFW bas 
to its credit an endless list of projects which 
have benefited communities across our en
tire Nation. 

The "good of the public" has been kept in 
mind at all times. 

The VFW has realistically believed that its 
members want to continue their service to 
their country through broad activities in time 
of peace to help strengthen the foundations 
of the Na,tion they helped defend by bear
ing arms against enemies on foreign battle
fields. 

It was appropriate-indeed-that the Vet
erans of Foreign Wars of the United States 
should take the initia,tive in establishing 
Loyalty Day. 

This adds one more chapter to the VFW's 
record of patriotic service to America. 

It is not incidental that the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars of the United Staltes on Feb
ruary 22 of this year was again honored 
by the Freedoms Foundation at the founda
tion's 11th awards-presentation progtam. 

It was the lOth consecutive year that 
the VFW has been named to receive a Free
doms F'ounda,tion distinguished service 
award-which was based on the VFW's na
tionwide leadership in the observance of 
Loyalt~ Day-May 1. 

Fellow Americans-what should we em
phasize today in our thoughts about loyalty 
to our country? 

Often historical illustrations are overlooked 
in our rush to launch another satellite or 
another missile, however important such 
efforts may be. 

It has been said that Americans today are 
living examples of the terse comment that 
"the one thing we learn from history is that 
we learn nothing from history." 

May I relate t_o you a very interesting coin
-cidence of history. 

Just as Edward Gibbon was nearing the 
cpmpletion of his monu~ental work, "The 
Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire," a 
small group of men, assembled . in Pl;llladel
phia, was creating a new republic .in the 
Western World. 

No writer had ever attempte~ a larger task 
_than Gibbon in th~ history of Rome. 

No one would have believed that so many 
pages. would evex: again be required f_or the 
'portrayal of such an epic. 

We might well ask ours.etves today these 
questions: 

(a) Will some future historian record on 
an equal scale the decline and fa.ll of our 
Western civilization? 

(b) As· the years pass will there be an ero
sion of American ideals? 

(c) As in many countries will the tide of 
our national ideals be turned back by a 
sudden reversion to a . dictatorial form of 
government? 

The Republics of Rome and America are 
not identical. 

But some points of· siinilarity might well 
give sole:tniiity to the warning that the same 
fate which overtook. the one might easily 
overtake the othe:t. 

Rome based its dominion. on the powers of 
the Caesars:, but the strength of our Western 
Republic is derived from the people. 

Rome collapsed when it became drunk with 
power. 

On the other hand, America faces the 
choice of maintaining the bulwark of its 
Constitution or slowly submitting to the 
numerous "isxns" which crowd into the h~ad
lines of our lives. 

Therefore, we are faced with these ques
tions: 

(a) Will the American people continue to 
uphold the Constitution? 

(b) Can we continue to maintain our 
political and social equ111brium without de
stroying our liberty? 

In considering these questions-one may 
wonder if the makers of the Constitution 
dreamed that such questions would arise in 
regard to that document. 

The spirit of the Constitution is set forth 
in the words of Madison when he said that 
the general opinion of the Convention was 
to secure the private rights against majority 
faction~r-and at the same time-to preserve 
the spirit and form of popular government. 

It is evident, therefore, that the American 
people must be brought to the realization 
that these objectives must be maintained 
or constitutional government will give way. 

American ideals can be maintained-my 
fellow Americans, through the repetition of 
ideas-ideas that point up loyalty to our 
way of life. 

Likewise, the repetition of ideas, which 
are contrary to our way of life will ulti
mately result in the acceptance of something 
less than the American form of govern
ment. 

Does the aveTage American citizen recog
nize that we are being literally deluged with 
propaganda of all kinds? 

Since 1917, and with intensified force for 
the last two decades, the Communist mas
ters of the Soviet Union have sought to sell 
·the American people the thesis that the 
Communist system represents the tide of the 
future. 

On the other hand, there has been a tend
ency in America to dwell upon our short
_comings and to place our thoughts upon the 
faults of our own system-a system that in 
reality is the envy of. all the world. 

It is unthinkable, , yet true, that in some 
circles the very word "leyalty.. bas been 
'frowned upon as being old fashioned and 
somewhat ridiculous. 
. It has b.een stated that the United States 
is · both an obstacle to communism and a 
target for it. 
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Yes, it is an obstacle because our whole 

way of life reveals the falsity of the Com
munist claim that people find happiness and 
prosperity only under Communist rule. 

Yes, it is likewise a target because our 
economic and industrial strength is built 
upon free institutions which Communist 
theory condemns as unworkable and doomed 
to failure. 

Communist activities, therefore, should 
be of grave concern to loyal Americans. 

To combat communism effectively we need 
to know how Communists are organized and 
how they operate. 

We need to know and recognize their strat
egy and tactics. 

The graveness of the threat to a Nation's 
security from Communists within its borders 
cannot be measured merely by their numbers. 

In fact, the Communists have been a mi
nority-and often a very small one-in the 
countries they have taken over. 

So we cannot afford to take lightly the 
possible danger from Communists in this 
country just because the number of party 
members in our midst ·has been small. 

The Communist Party in the United States 
was outlawed by an act of Congress-signed 
by President Eisenhower on August 24, 1954. 

Membership in the party is not a crime. 
But the Communist Party in the United 

States was stripped of the rights, privileges, 
and immunities of legal bodies created under 
the jurisdiction of the laws of the United 
States or any of its political subdivisions. 

Presumably this means the party cannot 
hold bank accounts, obtain aid from the 
courts in enforcing contracts, or run candi
dates for public offices. 

The Communist Party in action has two 
parts. 

One appears on the surface and its ac
tions are open to view. 

The other part operates underground. 
The chief underground operations are es

pionage and conspiracy against the Govern
ment of the United States. 

The use of the printed word has become 
increasingly important to the Communist in 
light of our Government's ab111ty to expose 
subversive activities of the Communists of 
the United States. 

Congress has passed a number of laws 
dealing with specific problems in curbing 
the Reds. 

For example, individuals and organiza
tions acting on behalf of foreign powers in 
the United States are required to register 
with Federal authorities. 

In addition, the Smith Act made it il
legal to advocate overthrow of the Govern
ment by force and violence. 

The Congress also voted to take Amer
ican citizenship away from any person con
victed of conspiring to advocate violent over
throw of the Government of the United 
States. 

Today peacetime spying is subject to the 
death penalty. 

Fellow Americans, it is common knowl
edge that the Soviet Union betrayed the 
great alliance of World War II by launch
ing the cold war that envelops the world 
at this moment. 

The task of the Communists everywhere 
in the world is to undermine resistance to 
the Soviet Union and Red China through 
their phony appeals for peace. 

Nations are persuaded to disarm, and con
fidence of the people of a free nation in 
their leadership is destroyed. 

In short, free nation is set against free 
nation. 

Therefore, it is paramount that in de
fending ourselves against Communist infil
tration and Communist fronts, we be alert 
to identify and expose the real enemy and 
not attack each other. 

There are weapons the average citizen 
can use to combat communism. 

We might appropriately call them 1ndis
. pensable tools designed for daily use by each 
· loyal American. 

These weapons in our arsenal are many. 
For example, information is a very impor

tant weapon. 
In this field, we should keep abreast of 

current affairs because freedom of the press 
and freedom of speech are essential to politi
cal liberty. 

Where men cannot freely convey their 
thoughts to one another-no freedom is se
cure. 

One may ask in all sincerity, "How can we 
distinguish truth from propaganda?" 

The answer is-
( a) We must analyze rather than follow 

blindly the conflicting ideas that constantly 
enter a free society. 

(b) We should maintain an intense and 
active loyalty to the principles upon which 
our Nation was founded-and finally-

( c) These principles are a splendid guide 
to use in determining what is true and what 
is false. 

Another worthwhile weapon in our stock
pile is "alertness." 

In this connection,. no one should permit 
himself to innocently support Communist 
causes. 

To the contrary-we should pay more at
tention to what Communist leaders tell us 
about the techniques they intend to adopt 
to underline the structure of our form of 
government. 

Fellow Americans-loyalty day is a day 
which should bring us to our feet to salute 
the flag of our country. 

Also it should bring us to our feet in a 
state of alertness to the factions that would 
undermine our Nation. 

There is no doubt that the trend toward 
stricter control and greater unity of Com
munist thought and action throughout the 
world has intensified during the past 18 
months. 

Khrushchev's visit to the United States in 
the fall of 1959 and his activities since have 
made it clear that though the Communist 
leader emphasized in general terms his de
sire for peace, he reacted negatively to any 
proposal for a compromise on . the· concrete 
issues dividing the free world and commu
nism. 

We recall his appearance before the United 
Nations on September 18, 1959 when he pro
posed general total disarmament within 4 
years, but confined himself to generalities, 
as the Soviet Union had done in two previous 
proposals of a similar nature made to the 
League of Nations by Soviet spokesmen. 

It seems that we go through periods of 
hope for peace and goodwill and at times 
grow lukewarm toward the cold war which 
is all around us. 

Those who expected Khrushchev's visit to 
the United States would change in substance 
the issues of the cold war have been dis-
appointed. ' 

Mark you, disappointment often breeds in
difference. 

Therefore, America must remain alert to 
new and more provocative incidents that 

· overnight can affect the position of the 
United States in the eyes of the world. 

There are many bright spots on the 
horizon as we view our world today, but 
there are also many dark spots. 

Unfortunately, the basic problems have not 
been solved. 

It is appropriate at this point -to recall 
a statement made by President Eisenhower 
on March 1 of this year during his South 
American tour when he said in Santiago, 
Chile: 

"The peace that we all seek, in justice 
and in freedom, can be based only on one 
thing, mutual understanding. Unless we 
have that among peoples, and eventually 
governments which are always seemingly be-

hind the people rather than ahead of them
unless we have that kind of understanding
mutual understanding-we are not going to 
have true peace. 

"Each of you that helps in the tiniest way 
to bring about this understanding is thereby 
promoting the peace for himself, his chil
dren, and those who are to come after him." 

Fellow Americans, in striving for universal 
justice and freedom, it is essential that we 
keep in close touch with America's attitude 
toward its way of life-and its attitude to
ward political and economic problems. 

Our loyalty demands that we be proud 
of many things-but it also demands we bear 
in mind that we are not perfect. 

Our loyalty demands that we avoid the 
vice of ~elf-complacency. 

We should acknowledge the fact t:P,at the 
American system has many safeguards. 

With the proper forces at work in the 
minds and hearts of the American people 
in the future-as in the past--the spirit of 
liberty will flourish in our beloved land. 

Finally, my fellow Americans, our loyalty 
must keep this country militarily strong, 
mentally alert, and above all, ever mindful 
of the heritage on which we as liberty-loving 
Americans base our hopes for a peaceful 
future. 

J. Edgar Hoover-A Dedicated American 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. SAMUEL L. DEVINE 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 10, 1960 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, today 
marks the 36th anniversary of John 
Edgar Hoover as Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. I feel privi
leged to join my colleagues in paying 
tribute to this truly dedicated American 
on this occasion. 

It was my good fortune, nearly 20 
years ago, to accept an appointment 
from Mr. Hoover as a special agent in 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
The following 5 years gave me an excel
lent opportunity, as a member of his 
team, to learn firsthand that Mr. Hoover 
lives by the slogan he adopted for the 
FBI-Fidelity, Bravery, and Integrity. 

Often maligned by those engaged in 
activities inimical to the welfare and 
security of this country, Mr. Hoover has 
steadfastly maintained the Bureau on 
a high plane and has unswervingly car
ried on the fight in resisting commu
nism wherever it may be found. 

He has successfully demonstrated that 
a governmental agency can be efficiently 
operated free from political influences. 
Further, he selects his agents after care
ful investigation to determine whether 
they can meet his high standards, and 
they function on the basis of merit and 
ability, free from civil service restric
tions. 

Mr. Hoover is highly respected, not 
only in this country, but around the 
world. He has earned this respect by 
his true dedication to the highest prin
ciples of law enforcement. Cooperation 
with local law enforcement bodies and 
his resistance to a national police force 
have added to his fine reputation. 

The men of the FBI have great ad
miration for their Director because he 
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never requests any agent to perform any 
function that he himself has not or will 
not do. 

The members of Congress should be 
proud to single out J. Edgar Hoover as 
the perfect example of a successful dedi
cated American who has devoted his life 
to useful service to his country. 

Senator Thurmond's George Washington 
Award Speech to Senator Goldwater 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. KARL E. MUNDT 
OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Tuesday, May 10, 1960 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, at the 

annual George Washington Awards din
ner of the American Good Government 
Society on April 30, attended by many of 
our colleagues in the Senate and the 
House, Senator BARRY GOLDWATER, of 
Arizona, and Congressman GRAHAM BAR
DEN, of North Carolina, were the award 
recipients. It was a great occasion at
tended by nearly 700 distinguished 
Americans. 

Senator STROM THURMOND, of South 
Carolina, made the awards presentation 
speech to Senator GoLDWATER and I ask 
leave at this point to have his address 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS BY SENATOR THURMOND IN MAKING 

PRESENTATION OF THE GEORGE WASHINGTON 
AWARD TO SENATOR GOLDWATER AT THE AN
NUAL GEORGE WASHINGTON DINNER OF THE 
.AMERICAN Goon GOVERNMENT SociETY, 
.APRn. 30, 1960 
I feel very highly honored tonight to have 

the privilege of making the presentation of 
a George Washington Award of the American 
Good Government Society. This award car
ries much distinction and honor because it is 
presented by a great organization which 
stands for the highest American principles 
and traditions and also because the award 
is based on the lofty ideals of the greatest 
American, the Father of our Country, George 
Washington. I am particularly pleased to 
have the opportunity to make the presenta
tion of this award to one of my most valued 
:friends, a man who has never hesitated to 
place principle above expediency, country 
above party, and honor above profit. 

This man possesses all the basic qualities 
which are so vital in winning and holding the 
respect and confidence of his fellow man. 
He 1s a man of great intellect, wisdom, judg
ment, industry, integrity, sincerity, and cour
age. In addition, he is one of the most 
handsome and personable gentlemen in pub
lic life. All of these qualities have played 
an important part in the outstanding success 
he has attained as a businessman, an Air 
Force Reserve officer, and as a public servant. 

Of all the qualities I have mentioned in 
describing the recipient of this award, there 
is one upon which we must place a premium 
in our country today, especially :for public 
servants, and that quality is courage. Win
ston Churchill has well said that "courage is 
rightly esteemed the first of all human quali
ties because it is the quality which guaran
tees an others." 

I do not know of any man who has dem~ 
onstrated this priceless quality to a greater 

extent in performing his duties as a U.S. 
Senator than the recipient of this award. 
He has opposed the demands of special in
terest groups when their demands were not 
in the interest of the public. He has ex
posed and moved to correct the corrupt 
practices of big labor bosses in the interest 
of the working people even in the face of 
attempts by the labor bosses to retire him 
from public life. He has fought to preserve 
personal liberty during this period when 
conformity appears to be the order of the 
day. He has defended our great free en
terprise system against the rising tide of 
socialism. He has stood up for the Con
stitution and the rights of the States as 
against usurpation of power and a central
ization of government in Washington. He 
has spoken up against deficit financing and 
in favor of fiscal sanity and a balanced 
budget. He has advocated a program of 
national defense which would insure ade
quate strength and readiness to cope with 
the aggressive intentions of any enemy 
power. And he has proposed a bold foreign 
policy program of strength and wisdom in 
seeking victory for the free world in our 
struggle against the dictatorial and godless 
forces of communism. 

The Republican Party of· South Carolina, 
as well as his home State party, recently 
selected this man as their favorite nominee 
for President. Knowing the southern peo
ple as I do, it is my opinion that if he 
should be selected as the nominee of either 
major political party, he would carry the 
South; and if elected, he would make a great 
President. 

It is a unique and distinct pleasure for 
me to present this very coveted award to 
an able Senator, an outstanding soldier, a 
dedicated statesman, a true patriot, a dis
tinguished citizen, and a great and cour
ageous American. my good friend, BARRY 
MORRIS GOLDWATER. 

TEXT OF CITATION ON SCROLL-RESOLUTION OF 
TRIBUTE AND HONOR 

BARRY MORRIS GOLDWATER 
Merchant and soldier, statesman and po

litical leader, has dedicated half of his adult 
years to the service of his fellowmen-in 
the Army Air Corps, in the city council of 
Phoenix, and in the U.S. Senate. 

Knowledge, energy, integrity, and courage 
characterize the service of this distinguished 
Senator. His belief that the protection of 
God-given personal Uberty is the first pur
pose of national independence has made him 
a leader of those who would revive and 
restore the blessing of liberty in this coun
try. 

Instilled with the American heritage of 
Anglo-Saxon law, he is a resolute foe of 
those who would erase the sacred rights of 
mankind. Thus, he repudiates the idea that 
our National Government can delegate a 
sovereign power to tax men and to rule 
commerce and industry to trade unions. 
Senator GoLDWATER has enriched the field of 
politics, the noblest calling any man can 
choose. 

The Wall Street Journal Opens New 
Printing Plant in Chicopee Fails, Mass. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. EDWARD P. BOLAND 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 10,1960 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, the na
tionally respected business daily news
paper, the Wall Street Journal, achieved 

a new milestone in its history Sunday 
when its seventh printing plant began 
operations in Chicopee· Falls, Mass. 

Thus, the eastern edition's printings 
of this great newspaper now speed to 
subscribers along the east coast from 
three different cities, New York, Wash
ington, D.C., and Chicopee Falls, to keep 
pace with the ever-increasing demand 
for the Wall Street Journal. 

The highly automated facility in 
Chicopee Falls is a near-duplicate of the 
Journal's new plant in· Cleveland, Ohio, 
where publication began 5 weeks ago. 
Operations at Chicopee Falls will be 
coordinated completely with all other 
editions of the Journal. 

The central control over editing, lay
out, and other news and advertising 
functions will be maintained by the Wall 
Street Journal in New York, but once 
these tasks have been accomplished, the 
Chicopee Falls plant is fully equipped to 
produce a complete newspaper to serve 
subscribers in New England. upper New 
York, and eastern Canadac 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to take this op
portunity to welcome the Wall Street 
Journal and its plant manager, Assistant 
Managing Editor Larry Farrell to our 
community and the Second Congres
sional District of Massachusetts. 

Tribute to Poland 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. WILLIAM B. WIDNALL 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 10,1960 
Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, the 

world looks upon the United States and 
others of the free nations as champions 
of the cause of liberty for peoples every
where-and rightly so. America has 
fashioned down through the years a 
glorious record of both symbOlizing free
do.m and fighting to preserve it. 

But it occurs to me that a nation does 
not necessarily have to enjoy political, 
social, religious, and economic freedom 
in order to make a major and continuing 
contribution to the achievement of this 
goal. 

A notable case in point is Poland. 
The courageous people of that country, 
despite enslavement behind the Iron 
Curtain by ruthless communism, never 
have yielded their hearts and minds to 
their godless captors. At gunpoint they 
have existed in unwilling submission to 
the material might of the materialistic 
Soviet hierarchy. They never have aban
doned their concept of and dedication to 
liberty, nor accepted as their way of life 
the Communist ideology. It is this fear
less adherence to principle that serves as 
inspiration to those on both sides of the 
Iron Curtain in their quest for universal 
freedom~ 

For the past 20 years Congress has 
taken time out annually to recognize the 
anniversary of the May 3 Polish Consti
tution of 1791. I heartily join with my 
colleagues in paying tribute to the peo
ple of this great country. The celebra-
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tion in 1960 of this anniversary is par
ticularly significant. It follows by one 
day House approval of a concurrent 
resolution espousing the fundamental 
freedoms and human rights of the peo
ple of the captive nations. This reso
lution·waspassed by the House of Repre
sentatives without a single dissenting 
vote, which reflects the profund under
standing of the Congress of the tragic 
situation into which Poland and its sis
ter-nations have been forced, and a firm 
resolve to speed the day when ireedom 
will be restored. Further, the resolu
tion reaffirms the belief Df Congress in 
the inalienable right of the people of 
the captive nations to live under govern
ments of their own choosing, and urges 
the President to pursue energetically at 
the forthcoming summit conference the 
restoration o:f the fundamental freedoms 
and basic human rights of the people of 
all captive nations. 

The 1960 observance is significant also 
because this -year ·marks tne tOOth anni
versary of the birth of one of the wor1d's 
greatest musicians, Ignace JanPaderew
ski, beloved .in America and Poland as a 
great patriot, sta_tesman, and humani
tarian as well as artist. And 150 years 
ago Frederic Chopin was born in Poland, 
and the world will never cease to be 
grateful for the glorious music of that 
gifted composer. 

There is unfinished business in Poland, 
and it will remain unfinished until lib
erty returns. .In this businessJ all free 
peoples are joined with their Polish 
friends in a partnership that will not 
fail. 

Supremacy of the Nuclear Submarine 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CLARENCE CANNON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday_, May 10,1960 
Mr. CANNON. .Mr. Speaker, tomor

row the NavY's largest nuclear-powered 
submarine, the U.S.S. Triton returns to 
her home port at New London, Conn., 
having completed history's first sub
merged circumnavigation of the world. 
Retracing the route of Magellan, the 
Triton made a nonstop submerged voy
age that covered a distance of 41,517 
miles in 84 days at an average speed of 
about 18 knots. The purpose of this 
voyage was to gatner geophysical and 
other scientific information regarding 
the subsurface .regions of the oceans. 
On behalf of the House Appropriations 
Committee I wish to extend congratula~ 
tions to Captain Beach and the nne crew 
of Triton for their historic accomplish
ment. 

The magnificent performance of the 
Triton'.s nuclear propulsion plant is a 
great tribute to the significant teclmical 
accomplishments of Admiral Rickover 
and his staff. The voyage of the Triton 
is indicative .of the lead which we now 
have in the field of nuclear-powered sub;. 
marines. It ftlrther emphasizes the 
vita1 importance that the executive 
branch of the Government must give to 
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steps which will free our technical lead
ers of the administrative harassments 
which prevent these leaders from attain
ing even greater technical accomplish
ments--accomplishments which are nec
essary if this country is to achieve better 
than second place i.n competition with 
the Soviets. This committee has given, 
and will continue to give, its full support 
to Admiral Rickover and the expansion 
of our nuclear-powered Navy. 

Citizenship-Free and Responsible 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
o:r 

HON. JAMES E. VAN ZANDT 
-OF 'PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE O.F REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 10, 1960 
Mr. VANZANDT. Mr. Speaker, the 

Uaited Clrlurchwomen of Altoona, Pa., 
observed May Fellowship Day on May 6, 
1960, at the Westminster Presbyterian 
Church in that city. 

With representative groups of church
women present it was my privilege to de
liver the following address: 

. CITIZENSHIP-FREE AND RESPONSmLE 
(Speech by Representative JAMES E. VAN 

ZANDT, Member of Congress, 20th District 
of Pennsylvania, for tbe May Fellowship 
Day prqgram, sponsored by the United 
Churchwomen at Westminster Presby
terian Church, Altoona_, Pa., May 6, 1960) 
It is a privilege to be invited to partici-

pate in the May Fellowship Day observance 
sponsored by the Christian social relations 
coinmittee of the United Churchwomen of 
.Altoona. 

The theme "Citizenship--Free and Respon
'Sible," adopted .for May Fellowship Day 1960, 
is timely since the joys of citizenship and 
.freedom have been lost by over a billion of 
God's children now living in servitude under 
the banner of world communism. 

We are reminded by the theme of this 
May Fellow.ship Day of the priceless posses
sion we enjoy in being citizens of a freedom
loving natlon and of the responsibility we 

· are charged with in safeguarding our birth
right of liberty and freedom. 

Since 1960 ts a national election year this 
program gives added emphasis on the neces
'Sity of taking inventory of our efforts to pre
serve our glorious heritage of American citi
zenship. 

The extent of a Christian's r~sponsibility 
in this day and age has not changed from 
the responsibility prescribed when God gave 
Moses the Ten Commandments as an eternal 
rule of love '8.Ild faith. · 

That rule of 1lfe designed for all genera
tions of mankind was further exemplified 
when our divine Lord said in defining the 
.first commandment «and Thou shalt love 
the Lord thy God, with <all thy heart and 
with all thy soul, and ·with all thy mind
and with ·all thy strength • • •." 

And tlle second is like; namely, this, "Thou 
shalt love thy neighbor as ·thyself, there is 
none other commandment greater than 
these"-Mark 12: 80--81. 

Despite this 'divine inJunction when we 
discuss the responsib111Ues --of citizenship 
'from a Christian standpoint we find it be
-comes -a controversial subject filled with 
misunderstanding and too often avoided in 
discussions. 

I do n-ot ltnow all the answers, ·but it ts 
my sincere hope that today we ca.n. in some 

measure take home a little "food for 
thought" from your well-planned meeting. 

Someone has said that christianity does 
not remove a person f:rom the world and its 
problems; it makes one :fit to live in the 
world, triumphantly and usefully. 

It is on that thesis that we can proceed 
to discuss your theme for this May fellow
ship day-"Citizenship-free and responsi
ble." 

To further clarify this occasion, I speak 
to you as a layman on the Christian's re
'Sponsibility to the state. 

We li-ve in a nation where church and 
-state are entirely separate, but this fact was 
never intended to mean that Christian citi
zens should not actively participate in 
politics. 

Indeed, throughout our "history, our po
litical leaders and statesmen have empha
sized the need for Christian citizenship in 
these United States. 

In 1954 the words "under God" were added 
to the pledge of allegiance to our -flag. 

This was aceompUshed through passage 
of legislation by Congress and subsequent 
Presidential approval. 

I recall there was some objection from 
some corners of our country to the addition 
of the words which revised the _pledge to 
·read "one Nation under God, • • ., 

There · was warning that by adding the 
words "under God" we were not keeping 
church and state separate, that we were act-
ing contrary to existing princdples. 1 

It will be 4 years next June 14, Flag Day, 
since "under God" was added to the pledge 
of allegiance, and I ·trust that anyone who 
objected has now learned that our citizen
ship is of no real value to us unll$S we can 
open our souls before God and before Him 
conscientiously say, '-'I am an American." 

'Upon every coin of our Nation, down to 
the last penny, we impress the words "In 

. God we trust/' 
If we remain true to this motto, we will 

uphold and obey our laws; strive without 
·malice and indifference toward the things 
we know to be right; live and work for the 
American principles of freedom, justice, and 
equality. 

Then our lives will be a vindicaltion of our 
faith. 

Our citizenship will be a credit to us. 
Perhaps what I hav·e Just said will in 'Some 

measure clarify my opinion of our tlleme. 
There have always been people who have 

eohoed one of the complaints which we 
often "hear, namely, that religion and -poli
-tics do not miX." 

You recall "that one of the cllan-ges against 
;Jesus was that he threatened the stabi11ty 
of -the Roman Empire and its stranglehold 
.on downtrodden peoples like the ;Jews. 

Whatever else His death .represents-and 
it represents a great deal more-it repre
sents in part the attempt of the Roman 
Empire to get rid of someone who was fast 
becoming a political nuisance. 

.John Calvin an-cl John Knox-and all the 
reformers-got into difflculty themselves 
when they discovered that to take the 
Christian .faith with full seriousness meant 
that full involvement ln political life, 
political decisions, and political responsibil
ity was inevitable. 

In our own day, there have been ministers, 
.for example, who have discovered that to 
preach Jesus Christ means preaching about 
:the political and economic situation in which 
·their congregations live. 

They have also discovered :that the people 
-who control the political and economic situa
tion-whether NaZi or Communist-take a 
very dim view of this sort of thing, with the 
Tesult that a great many ministers in Ger
many especially, have had to answer with 
'their lives for speaking with suc'h boldness. 

It ts apparent that one 'Of the reasons peo
-ple keep on 1nslst1ng -that "religion and 
politics do not mix" is that they are .not -at 
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all sure they will like the result th&t emerges 
from the mixing. 

They have a right to be perturbed. 
The times of greatest vitality and 

strength in the history of Christian faith 
have been the times when it was recognized 
as a revolutionary faith-as a faith that 
made demands-that challenged the status 
quo--the way things were going politically. 

But this kind of talk can remain very 
abstract. 

We want to come down to earth and talk 
of some of the ground rules of Christian 
citizenship. 

A current writer has suggested that 
Christianity gives no precise answer to any of 
the problems of life-certainly not the polit
ical ones. 

But it provides what is more important: 
direction, understanding, commitment. 

There is no exact Christian position in 
the U.S. House of Representatives, but there 
are better and worse positions, relatively just 
and relatively unjust acts. -

The Christian should seek what is good 
and just. 

A Christian citizen in the United States 
has the most compelling reasons to concern 
himself with politics. 

It is a major error for any Christian citizen 
to look down on politics because he regards 
the whole political world as a bit shady. 

However well or badly the political affairs 
of the Nation may be conducted, politics is 
the process by which a nation or a com
munity makes decisions. 

The decisions that are made by political 
means often have momentous moral signifi
cance. 

As a Member of your Congress I am singu
larly aware of this. 

In this 20th century world, government 
has become more important than ever be
fore, it touches all our lives every day. 

The sort of world in which we live, the kind 
of jobs that are available, the education our 
children receive, the extent of freedom and 
security we enjoy, are all vitally affected by 
government. 

Politics is the human activity which creates 
government. 

We cannot escape politics. 
If we try to ignore politics, it will not 

ignore us. 
Taxes, roads, schools, housing, and atomic 

power are all political problems. 
The question is, therefore, are you wllling 

to sit back and let others make the basic 
decisions which will control your destiny? 

The individual who does is both foolish 
and irresponsible: foolish because he lets 
others run his life for him; irresponsible be
cause he refuses to accept the obligations 
and duties which our Republic requires of its 
citizens for the continued enjoyment of 
rights and privileges. 

Political decisions may determine whether 
we will have war or peace. 

Political decisions may determine whether 
ours will be a nation in which certain fac
tions are intimidated or a nation whose citi
zens preserve civil liberties and preserve a 
general atmosphere of freedom. 

Certain political decisions profoundly af
fect the efforts of our country to move into 
the area of lasting peace. 

Christianity most certainly has a stake in 
such issues. 

I have said there is no "Christian position" 
in the Congress. 

I would like to amplify that observation. 
We can expect Christians to differ in their 

choices of political parties, in their choice 
of emphasis in regard to social goals. 

This is apparent, for example, in the con
stant problem of aid to underprivileged na
tions. 

It is possible for two Christian persons-
two members of the same denomination, in 
fact--to hold a di1ference of opinion on 
many issues. 

William Lee Miller has written a little John Quincy Adams said: 
volume entitled "The Protestant and Poll- , "My own deliberate opinion is that the 
tics" which is published by the Westminster more of pure moral principle is carried into 
Press. the policy and conduct of a government, 

While I do not agree with all the theories the wiser and more profound will that pol
set forth by Mr. Miller, I would like to quote icy be." 
the following: Henry Clay said: 

"Morally earnest Americans often say that "Government is a trust, and the officers 
they are independent in politics, and not of the Government are trustees; and both 
tied to any party: 'I don't vote a straight the trust and the trustees are created for 
party ticket, the way a party tells me to; the benefit of the people." 
I vote my honest convictions.' William Jennings Byran has been record-

"The implication seems to be that con- ed as saying: 
scientious citizenship necessarily requires in- "The humblest citizen of all the land, 
dependence of political parties and that when clad in the armor of a righteous cause, 
independence is morally superior to party is stronger than all the hosts of error." 
allegiance. But it is not. More recently Herbert Hoover stated: 

"There are, of course, many different posi- "A citizen ha-S a complex duty. 
tions that Christians may, and do, take in . "He ought to learn to express his opin
American politics. ions and to make up his own mind on the 

"These include allegiance to one of the principal public issues. 
major parties (Republican or Democratic) "He ought never to miss the ballot box. 
independence of any party, allegiance to a "And when he casts his vote for some-
minor party (Socialist or Progressive), or body, he should weigh that somebody in 
even good old-fashioned apathy.'' the scale of morals-which includes in-

These are all possibilities. tellectual integrity." 
However, I cannot believe that apathy, or The Christian citizen can have no part 

the more extreme or violent political posi- in a partnership which breeds bitterness and 
tions taken by some of the political parties untruth; which leads politicians to raise 
cited above by Mr. Miller would coincide false issues or to trifle with grave matters of 
with the political beliefs of a Christian policy for a political advantage. 
citizen. True partisanship requires much moral 

Have you ever noted that on occasion patience; it must accept a strange assort
some Christians are shocked to see that there ment of bedfellows. 
is conflict even in a Christian community. But it should remain self-critical and in 

A student at a youth conference, shaken sight of the purpose of the whole process. 
after the first day of floor debate came to It should seek to make the party a more 
the chairman to say that he had never be- consistent instrument of that purpose. 
lieved Christians could fight with one The belief in a judging and forgiving God-
another that way. · who stands beyond all our human enter-

But they can as any battle-scarred veteran prises-should introduce a certain modesty 
of church meetings knows. and bring a greater immensity to Christian 

In certain contexts, they should. citizenship. 
It is the obligation of a Christian to de- It has been suggested that evil coes not 

fend what he sees to be true and valuable. have one address, like Moscow, or just one 
There is a common feeling, my friends, instrument, like war, communism, or cor

that political parties and the type of po- ruption in a Federal office. 
litical life that is lived close to party or- The evils of our time-which free and 
ganization must always be so much in- responsible citizenship should be the first 
valved in compromise, or so close to corrup- to recognize-reappear in constantly chang
tion, that a Christian citizen would do well ing forms. 
to assume the role of the independent voter. Citizens are humans-not gods-and for 

There is no doubt that the independent this reason alone the free and responsible 
voters do have some wholesome influence on citizen should recognize the need to apply 
our political party system-they keep both Christian principles to the control of our 
parties worried. destiny. 

Perhaps there are people who by tempera- If Christians are to hold on to free and 
ment or vocation should be independent responsible citizenship they must participate 
voters. successfully in government and politics. 

Idealistic Christians should come to Further they must know what is happen-
realize the enormous importance of party 1ng around them. 
organizations as instruments for creating .a The blessings of our country were gained 
consensus that is necessary for decision and long ago by struggle and vigilance on the 
action. part of those who have gone before us. 

Also, they should see that while the in- We must safeguard our American heritage 
dependent voters do have some influence on with the same enthusiasm, with the same 
party organizations from the outside, they determination and with the same political 
are limited in their choice to candidates insight. 
and programs. The oft-quoted line "eternal vigilance is 

Candidates and political platforms emerge the price of liberty" is never out of date. 
from areas of controversy within the party. Christians can make a great contribution 

Intraparty debate and struggle bring out to a community by assisting in maintaining 
the best party candidates-the best party spiritual health, without which politics be-
policies. come hopelessly corrupt. 

Actually, the independent voters leave By the same token Christianity will not 
the most difficult, the most unappreciated, make its best contribution to politics unless 
work to the faithful party members in local it encourages Christian citizens to associate 
clubs and committees. themselves with the machinery of politics 

In any threat to free government in · and take an active part in the political life 
America, religious people have more to lose of the community. 
than any other class. Free and responsible citizenship takes 

If the basic freedoms were to go, not only more than repeating the pledge of allegiance 
would the churches be closed, but the to the flag and repeating the Lord's Prayer. 
mouths of believers as well. In these stormy times things of momen-

If the church people will vote during the tous importance to :future generations are 
week as they vow on Sunday, representative afoot. 
government will gain a victory, whichever Often the issues are not discernible amid 
candidates win. the noise. 

Many a great American out of our past However, we do have the benefit of the 
has spoken in eloquent terms concerning faith and character of our forefathers at 
~subject. their best. 



1960 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 9925 
Will posterity wonder why _we, who have 

the privilege of living now, did not better 
understand the spiritual, :BOciliJ, and eco
nomic problems of our time? 

These are years of tremendous Change. 
Not long ago nations, races, and religions 

were fairly well capsuled by geographical 
isolation. 

Each nation could Uve for itself. 
But at tlmes lt seems that the peoples 

of the world have suddenly been poured into 
one container. 

We can be certain of one thing. 
We cannot get out of the cold war and 

solve our other problems in a hurry. 
But the abiding factors of this last half of 

our 20th century are lts vitalities: OUr ideals, 
our demands for Itfe, liberty, and the pur
suit of happiness, our endeavors to better 
our conditions. 

Serene incidents have not been the cre
ative epochs in human history. 

Serene incidents did not bring forth the 
dawn of Christianity--or the birth of the 
Presbyterian Church. 

Nor did serene incidents bring forth the 
birth of our own Nation. 

Responsible Christian citizens cannot .avoid 
the conflict. 

They cannot avoid the throbbing issues 
that through satisfactory solution will cul
minate in continued freedom for America. 

We often hear this period of our history 
classified as an age of abundance, in con
trast with past ages of economic scarcity. 

The promises of Am-erica's political future 
are great. But its perils are so real that we 
cannot evade the challenge which this new 
age brings to the Christian conscience. 

To the shallow expression "We have never 
had it so good;,. the free and responslble 
Christian must reply, 4 'We .have never had 
such heavy demands upon the Christian 
conscience." 

Formal Presentation of Official Flags of 
the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps to the 
Committee on Science and Astronautics 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OJ' 

HON. OVERTON BROOKS 

-ceremonial parade 11.nd diBplay occasions. · ln 
contrast, the Marine Corps has for many 
years had its own distinctive banner, its 
familiar red and gold Hag, which has inspired 
men and th-rilled the hearts of onlookers on 
m'any oceaaions. 

It is an honor and a privilege for me to 
present to this committee these flags: One 
-very new, one hallowed by years of tradition; 
1lags that are truly representative of the 
Navy and the Marine Corps. 

When we see ftags such as these, we see 
not only the buntlng, end the distinctive 
insignia, but we also see and are reminded 
of the organizations they represent, the 
U.S. Navy and the U.S. Marine Corps. 

I see In these 'flags almost two cen turles 
of sacrifice made by men and women In 
the naval service 1n defense of this great 
Nation of ours. 

I am reminded of the sincere dedication 
of spirit and effort or these people, not 
only for our own freedom, but for the 
entire free world. 

These flags -remind me of na-val and ma
rine units deployed to tlle far corners of the 
earth .at this very moment. The men or 
these farflung units are going about the 
world taking care of the day-to-day tasks 
of our country in readiness for defense, and 
m the serious business of being good will 
am.bassadors. 

I think it is .fitting therefore that these 
fiags be placed in this committee room, 
beside our national flag .and the flags of our 
sister services. 

It is a fitting place for our Navy and Ma
rine flags because this committee and this 
room are symbolic of man's desire for knowl
edge .and freedom. 

It is :iitting because this .committee has 
such an important part and responsibility in 
Te"Viewing and passing upon the sci en t11ic 
programs of our country. 

I ask you to accept these flags as a token 
of the Department of the Navy's solemn 
pledge to continue to extend the maximum 
-effort in .concert with our sister services and 
all of the agencies of our Government in the 
extension of knowledge -and in the defense 
of our country and the ·free world. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary~ 
"This is indeed a beautiful and a historic 

moment, when you formally, accompanied 
by representatives from the services of the 
Navy and Marine Corps, appear before this 
committee to present us two flags, one from 

OF LOUISIANA the Navy and one from the Marine Corps. 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES It is true, as you say, that one flag is entirely 

new and one is hallowed by years of tradi-
Tuesday, May10,1960 tion and service. 

00 f Lo · · M On the other hand, to my mind, and I am 
Mr. BR · KS 0 UlSiana. r. sure to the minds of the members of this 

Speaker, on April 29 it was my great committee, both flags are hallowed by the 
pleasure and honor as chairman of the service, traditions, personnel, and the ex
Committee on Science and Astronautics ploits of the men of the Navy and the Marine 
to accept on its behalf the formal pres- Corps. This committee itself, it is true, Mr. 
entation of the o:fficial1lags of the U.S." Secretary, has an obligation to advance new 
Navy and the Marine Corps. ideas, new inventions, new developments, 

These flags have now taken their place new devices that w111 assist this Nation in 
on the rostrum of the committee, along- its defense. In performing these duties we 

work with pleasure with men of the Navy 
side the American flag and the official and of the :Marine corps to the unified effort 
emblems of the Army and the Air Force, that we give proper defense to the United 
which were previously presented to the states of America. 
committee. Your service, Mr. Secretary, as rep.resented 

Tile flags of the Navy and Marine by the Navy and the Marine Corps, has al
Corps were presented to the committee ready done a magnificent job ln research and 
by the Honorable Wllliam B. Franke, development. 
Secr.etary of the Navy. You, for instance, represent that Naval 

Under leave to extend my remarks, Research Laboratory that had the responsi-
bility during the first International Geo

I wish to place in the RECORD the state- physical Year over the Nation's first satellite 
ments made on this occasion by the Sec- program, the Vanguard. You placed into 
retary and myself. orbi>t Vanguard No. I, which will £lrcle the 

Secretary FRANKE. Mr. Chairman, mem- earth for · hundreds o! years. 
bers of the committee, on April 24, 19.59, the At this very moment N.a:vy Vanguanl .lis 
President signed an Executive order which 'Sending back to earth its signals that al
gave the Navy its first oftlcial :flag in ita 18i- ~eady have changed · fundamental scientific 
year history. Prior to that time the u.s. · concepts regarding the nature of the earth. 
Navy infantry flag was the one used during It is also the Navy that has developed in re-

search and 11evelopment the Polarls, 'Whlch is 
not only '8o missile, but l.s a new tConcept of 
warf~re. Your semce has pioneered and 
developed a new means of defense for our 
country. 

The Marine Corps, through its precept and 
example, has given all America a .firmer feel
·tng ·of dev.otion for the principles of freedom 
which we -share with the Western World. 

So, on behalf of the committee, I take 
much pleasure in accepting these flags, the 
on-e .from the Navy and the one from the 
Marine Corps. They will join the flags of 
their sister services on the rostrum of this 
-committee. 

This is merely a temporary committee 
room, Mr. Secretary, but as time moves on 
we will have a · new building across the 
way. We have splendid quarters -set aside 
for this committee in the new building to 
the west of us. We already have selected 
a place in the permanent rooms of the com
mittee for these flags which are symbolic of 
the cherished devotions to freedom which 
guide the United States. 

Thank you very much. 

Washington Report 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. BRUCE ALGER 
0~ TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday_. May 10, 1960 

Mr . . ALGER. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave ·to extend my remarks in the REc
ORD, I include the following newsletter 
of May 7, 1960: 

WASHINGTON REPORT 

(By Congressman BRUCE ALGER, Fifth Dis
trict, Texas, May 7, 1960) 

The Department of Defense appropria
tion, 1961, was the focal point of ·a :full 
legislative week which showed an increased 
tempo in House activity. The appropria
tion bill, of approximately $39.3 billion 
($39,300 million) ls our largest annual 
spending bill, equaling half the total na
tional budget. Personnel, pay .and allow
ances, get $11.8 billion, split among Army, 
870,000 Active, 700,000 National Guard and 
Reserve; Navy, "'794,000 Active and 174,000 Re
serve; Alr Force, 825.000 Active and 134,000 
Guard and Reserve. Operation and main
tenance take $10.3 billion. Procurement (of 
equipment and supplies) gets $1-3 billion. 
Research and development, testing and 
.evaluation get $4.2 billion. These funds al
located by service branch are as follows: 
Army $9.4 billion, Navy $11.9 billion, Air 
"Force $16.8 billion, and Office of Secretary 
of Defense $1.2 billion. 

Our military objective is to maintain "ade
quate deterrent forces, so adequate or .strong 
that no nation or .combination of nations 
will dare .attack, thus :risking their almost 
certain destruction by our forces. So it is 
that we must maintain a mixed attack force 
so that our forces at no time could be wiped 
out no matter of what nature the surprise 
-attack. Our Strategic Air Command bomb
ers (airborne missile launching platforms) , 
our unmanned bombers, the missiles of all 
types (short, intermediate, and long range), 
our nuclear submarine forces are some of 
these mixed attack forces, so maneuvera
ble and .fiexible they could not be simul
taneously destroyed. but would in combina
tion retaliate to destroy the attacker. All 
of this retaliation r.ests on our warning sys
tems ..BD w.e continue to improve these sys
tems to give us time between attack origina
tion and hitting us. Research, of course, 
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underlies all these efforts. Hel'e the factor 
of "time lag" enters, the time between dis
covery of a practical new weapons, or warn
ing system and the time of readiness for 
use. Here, too, 1s a large part of the cost 
through obsolescence and surplus. 

Our military preparations are basically 
wasteful, since we must always be in readi
ness and then discard the weapons and am
munition never used, and be glad. The 
missile gap (if there 1s one wm be closed 
by 1963), the airborne alert, the airlift, the 
sealift, all were part of the debate and re
ceived careful attention. 

Yet valid criticisms remain involving un
necessary waste and duplication by the mili
tary, including unbusinesslike supply man
agement, wasteful handling of .surplus goods, 
uneconomic ownership and operation of real 
estate and other business properties, exces
sive travel and living allowap.ces, and others. 
All excessive spending should be trimmed 
and the military leaders be held accountable 
to the taxpayers. 

Most important of all, as I see it, is the 
need to remember . that a strong m111tary 
position rests on a strong economy and our 
economy rests on free enterprise and pri
vate initiative, not federally planned bu
reaucratic regimentation of our lives. If 
we fail to ellm.1nate nonessential, nonmili
tary expenses (as well as mill tary waste) , 
and our taxpayers end up under Federal 
domination-in or out of war emergency
we have already lost the fight for freedom. 

The Area Redevelopment Act was the prima 
donna bill of the week. In the effort to de
lay or klll it on Calendar Wednesday, 14 
separate rollcalls were demanded, 11 of 
them being votes, 3 attendance quorums. 
The House did not adjourn until 9:40 p.m. 
The blll passed 201 to 184. It would au
thorize a new Administrator to designate 
depressed areas, industrial or rural, and 
Federal funds would be provided with al
most no limitation, as to who gets it, except 
the amount of money on hand. At this time 
the amount asked was $251 million. There 
would be Federal help for hardship resulting 
from technology change (so we'd have sub
sidized buggy makers when autos came in), 
migration of industry to other areas, shifts 
in demand, and depletion of resources. 
Under thJs act, employees in summer resort 
areas could be subsidized the rest of the year. 
Beyond the obvious fallacy of this not being 
the role of Federal Government, there were 
many others. The same criticism condemns 
equally an administration effort (although 
only one-fifth as much in cost as the Demo
crats' blll) to provide a palatable solution. 

The administration medicare program of 
help for the aged is a new development in 
the health field, in which the AFL-CIO is 
trying to brew up a political storm and an 
election issue by backing the Forand bill. 
The Forand bill would impose a special pay
roll tax on the first $4,800 of everyone's pay 
to provide Federal health care for those oyer 
65 and covered by social security. Th~ 
medicare program will permit those over 65, 
who do not pay income tax (i.e. whose in
come 1s less than $2,500 or $3,800 per 
couple) to pay $24 enrollment fee and then 
be eligible for extensive insurance coverage 
providing they pay the first $250 per person 
($400 per couple) and 20 percent of the en
tire cost. This rather ingenious system is 
quite a different approach and deserves care
ful study. Enclosed ls a statement I put out 
earlier ln the week when the plan was first 
proposed. 

STATEMENT OF BRUCE ALGER, FIFTH DISTRICT 
OF TExAs, MAY 4, 1960, RE ADMINISTRATION 
MEDICARE PLAN FOR THE AGED 

For my part, I am not categorically for 
or against this new suggestion since there 
are Federal and State problems-medical 

and insurance viewpoints-and taxpayers to 
take into account before evolving final legis
lation. 

I do not agree with Secretary (Flemming) 
statement that "Executive branch of Gov
ernment fully recognizes and accepts the 
fact that the Federal Government should 
act in this field. A careful consideration of 
facts such as the following can lead to no 
other conclusion." The hearings on the For
and bill did not establish an area of need. 
As a matter of fact, the medically indigent 
and needy are already taken care of by gov
ernment under Federal-State public assist
ance under social security. To that extent 
the Government is indeed in the field al
ready and is meeting the need aided by the 
most important contribution of local efforts, 
community chest, churches, charities and 
free medical care for anyone who cannot af
ford to pay. 

I am interested in this proposition be
cause it avoids many of the basic flaws of the 
Forand bill which would not help those who 
need the help. I am interested because this 
could be a more businesslike approach to 
public assistance and not a further pyrainid· 

.ing of· Federal programs, rather a replace
ment or shift of cost currently paid by Fed
eral tax money. 

The only Federal program even needed is 
one that better does the job. Can this one 
do a better job that needs to be done by 
Federal Government? Is this a better way 
to care for the medically indigent? If it is 
and the cost is shifted in public assistance 
rather than generate new spending programs 
the budget may not be jeopardized. 

The answer to these questions and others 
can come only from study of the facts, judi
ciously without political expediency. The 
facts can come from hearings where all in
terested parties can be heard. The Ways 
and Means Committee has a responsibility 
to Congress and our people to do this job 
and do it well. This adm.1nistration ap
proach deserves our full study and consid
eration. No final answer is possible until 
the Secretary provides us more information. 
This includes at the least his analysis of 
State share of costs, State by State, the 
Federal-State equalization formula, further 
data on adm.1nistration costs, including per
sonnel, information on present State pro
grams of public assistance and more de
tailed information on total cost. 

Rumanian Independence Day 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. THOMAS B. CURTIS 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 10, 1960 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak

er, the lOth of May marks, for free 
Rumanians all over the world, the date 
when Rumania finally shook off the 
shackles of Turkish domination and be:. 
came a free kingdom in 1877. Its observ
ance provides an occasion for recalling 
the country's historical steps toward 
independence, steps which have been 
nullified by the virtual colonization of 
the country today by Soviet Russia. 

Observance of the lOth of May as 
Rumanian Independence Day gives us an 
opportunity to draw world attention to 
the present enslavement of the Ruma
nians, and to note that its people con
tinue to struggle for the r-estoration of 

true . freedom. The Soviets who now 
dominate Rumania hope to dim the sig
nificance of this day by substituting an
other day as the important national holi
day and thereby erase this symbol of 
freedom. 

The Rumanians, however, join other 
captive peoples in refusing to accept 
communism and in clinging to their 
hope for freedom. In the free world 
there are organizations such as the Ru
manian National Committee which are 
dedicated to keeping this hope alive. It 
is nourished by the knowledge that the 
American people will never be satisfied 
with a world order that leaves the peo
ples of Eastern Europe under the domi
nation of a foreign power and an alien 
way of life. 

"The _Federal Government and Higher 
Education" -Address by Senator 
Joseph S. Clark, of Pennsylvania, at 
the 17th American Assembly, May 7, 
1960 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN BRADEMAS 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 10, 1960 
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, it 

was my great privilege last week to take 
part in the 17th American Assembly 
which was held at Arden House, Harri
man, N.Y., to discuss the subject of "The 
Federal Government and Higher Edu
cation." 

A cross section of educators, business
men, labor leaders, and public officials 
listened to an excellent address on the 
subject of the conference delivered by 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Pennsylvania, the Honorable JosEPH s. 
CLARK. 

Senator CLARK's keen analytical mind 
and his appreciation of the profound im
portance to American society of higher 
education makes his address one of the 
most valuable discussions of this prob
lem I have ever heard. As Senator 
CLARK said at Arden House, "The pur
pose of higher education is the staffing 
of freedom." 

I commend to Members of Congress 
·the reading of Senator CLARK's remarks: 

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND HIGHER 
EDUCATION 

Reasonable men cannot study American 
higher education in any depth without con
cluding that drastic steps must immediately 
be taken to equip our colleges and universi
ties to turn out more and better educated 
students ln the years ahead. 

Reasonable men who study higher educa
tion must also agree that such steps must 
facilitate: 

1. A much larger, much better trained 
and much better paid corps of university 

· and college professors and instructors. 
2. A very large expansion of academ.1c fa.

c111ties-libraries, laboratories, and class
rooms. 
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3. The admission into college, and the 

maintenance through graduate school, of all 
high school graduates who have the capacity 
and character necessary to assimilate col
lege and graduate work. 

Since you are all reasonable men and 
since you have been considering American 
higher education for the last 2 days at Ar
den House, I will assume that you have 
reached these ·conclusions. I shall accord
ingly not reiterate the obvious but devote 
the -time we have together to discussing how 
we can do what needs to be done about 
higher education in America. 

WHERE ARE WE GOING TO GET THE MONEY? 

It is obvious that while money alone will 
not solve the problems of our colleges and 
universities, these problems are not going 
to be solved without a lot more money than 
is now available. Some years ago there was 
a Congressman from the central part of 
Pennsylvania who used to enter every de
bate on the floor of the House which in
volved the expenditure of Federal funds 
with the inquiry: "Where are you going to 
get the money?" So perhap:;; we should 
start our discussion with the same question: 
Where are we going to get the money?-you 
and I and the millions of other Americans 
who understand that in the immortal if 
tautological words of one of my congression
al colleagues: "This is no ordinary crisis 
which confronts us." 

I would answer that we are going to have 
to get the money we need from wherever we 
can lay our . hands on it. For, in all likeli
hood, the total amount we can raise from all 
sources, at least in the· next decade, is not 
going to be enough. 

In our democracy there is always in peace
time, and sometimes even in war, an inordi
nate lag between challenge and response---
between the acknowledgment of a need in 
the minds of the well informed and a meet
ing of that need by the considered action of 
our free society. · 

WE CANNOT AFFORD TO WAIT A GENERATION 

As I had occasion _ to remark some years 
ago: "The philosophy of the reformers in the 
universities becomes the action platform of 
the liberal politicians of the next genera
tion." The trouble is, we cannot afford to 
wait a generation to do what so many of 
you know must be done in the field of higher 
education. 

The need in dollars has been well estab
lished, nowhere more clearly than by Messrs. 
John A. Perkins and Daniel W. Wood in their 
penetrating study "Issues in :-'ederal Aid to 
Higher Education" which all of us have re
cently read. Let us accept their figures and 
assume we will need to triple the annual 
level of expenditures for operations during 
the next decade-rising to a level $6 to $9 
billion higher than the present $3.5 billion
add another $15 to $33 billion for capital 
growth over that period to provide America 
with a first-class system of higher education 
by 1970. I repeat the question: Where are 
we going to get the money? 

I reply: Some of it will come from the an
nual gifts of the graduates and friends o{ 
our colleges and universities. But most of 
this kind of money will help the richer in
stitutions to do better th~ good job they 
are already doing. It is not a source which 
~ll spread the wealth where it is most 
needed. 

Some of it will come from bequests from 
the wealthy. This will be largely, though 
not entirely, for facilities rather than oper
ations. And, again, it will tend to go to 
richer institutions which are already doing 
a first-class job in terms of quality, and 
whose capacity and desire to handle in
creased enrollment are limited. 

Some of it will come from tuition and 
other payments by more students. Some 
may come fro:rp. increases in these charges, 
but there is not much liquid in the bottom 
of this barrel and there are strong reasons 
of sound national policy for making higher 
education cheaper, rather than more expen
sive, as Messrs. Perkins and Wood have well 
pointed out. 
CORPORATE GIVING FOR EDUCATION A LIMITED 

SOURCE 

Some of it will come from corporate giv
ing-in fact, quite a lot of it. I would hope 
that educational administrators and fund 
raisers would intensify their efforts to ob
tain money from this source-thereby, be
cause of our Federal tax exemptions, making 
Uncle Sam a silent partner to the extent of 
more than one-half of each gift. Again, we 
must note the limitations of this source of 
funds: the gifts will tend to fluctuate sub
stantially i!l amount with the ebb and flow 
of our economy. And they will tend to en
rich schools of business and the natural sci
ences at the expense of the humanities and 
the social sciences. Thus it will cover only 
a part of a part of the need. 

Some of it will come from private founda
tions and, on balance, this kind of money 
comes closest to being spent where the need 
is greatest. But no one will contend that 
the private foundations can do the whole 
job. 

Some of it will come from State taxation. 
The States are not presently doing enough. 
They will have to do more. But most of 
them are incapable, as a practical matter of 
doing much more quickly. The reasons are 
obvious-regressive tax systems frozen by 
outmoded constitutions which are well nigh 
impossible to change; domination of State 
legislatures by conservative elements who 
have little understanding of the need; a 
heavy demand for other State servicec; which 
are not being adequately provided, among 
them the requireqJ.ents for aid to local school 
districts; and, finally, the ordinary selfish 
motivation of ordinary decent citizens who 
hate taxes and don't understand the problem. 

Not much of it will come from local taxa
tion, although here and there a community 
college will be helped. The resources of 
many a school district are already Fpent or 
pledged, or both, to the limit. The others 
will have a hard enough time keeping up 
with primary and secondary education re
quirements. And, by and large, their tax 
systems are even more regressive than those 
of the States. 
THE NATIONAL GOVERNMENT USED BY A FREE 

PEOPLE TO SOLVE NATIONAL PROBLEMS 

So what have we left? Only the Federal 
Government. Government is the agency 
which, you will recall, Lincoln referred to as 
existing to do for people that which they 
cannot do or do as well for themselves. The 
National Government is the usual means by 
which a free people tackles a problem public 
in its character and national in its scope. 

We use our Federal Government to wage 
war, to conduct diplomacy, to guide the na
tional economy in a score of areas. We use 
it to operate a nationwide system of social 
security, to construct great public works, and 
to support our industry and commerce in 
many different fields. It operates our post 
offices and our national parks. It helps build 
houses and clear slums. It helps build hos
pitals and engages in extensive welfare op
erations. Without i:t, most of the progress we 
have made in this country during the 20th 
century would have been quite impossible. 

Yet, whenever the suggestion arises that 
we use our Federal Government to tackle a 
new problem-any new problem-a cry of 
horror arises. When Federal action 1s pro
posed to help solve the crisis in higher edu
cation, the outcry comes from many sides, in-

eluding such strange allies as the United 
States Chamber of Commerce and certain of 
the more lush groves of academe. 

This stereotyped reaction deserves some 
basic attention. Why are we Americans, per
haps alone among the civilized peoples of the 
earth, so reluctant to use this great instru
mentality which we control and which lies 
at our disposal? 

Surely democratic government is a tool to 
be used by the people to solve their collective 
problems and to improve their collective lot. 
Yet a multitude of influential Americans re
gard their National Government with that 
same measure of suspicion and hostility with 
which the ancient Aztecs greeted Cortez and 
his Spanish army in the mountains of Mex
ico. One would think, to hear the talk, that 
to turn to Washington in a time of need 
would be more like surrendering to a foreign 
power than utilizing one's own resources. 
The conventional wisdom in America still 
agrees with Jefferson that "that government 
is best which governs least." If chaos results 
and problems are swept under the rug, never 
mind, we are the same free people who drove 
the minions of George III into the Atlantic. 
DISTRUST OF GOVERNMENT CAN BE DANGEROUS 

IN 20TH CENTURY 

This inbred and deep-seated distrust of 
government may have had sound historical 
roots in the 18th century, but it is dan
gerous indeed in the 20th. For it is only our 
National Government that can mobilize and 
direct the resources of our society when they 
must be mobilized. And we should all pon
der whether the United states as an un
mobilized society can long compete with the 
determined, mobilized, aggressive society 
that confronts us today from the other side 
of the Iron Curtain. . 

This district of government has always 
been present in American thought, going 
back, as noted, to our unfortunate experi
ences with King George Ill, heightened by 
the excesses of the French Revolution and 
of Bonaparte, and strengthened by the physi
cal distance between the frontier and Wash
ington, D.C. But the distrust did not break 
out into open warfare until the days of 
Franklin Roosevelt, when-from the stand
point of many powerful persons in our so
ciety-the worst suspicions anyone had held 
about the evil nature of the National Gov
ernment were confirmed. Mr. Roosevelt set 
out, through the Government, to regulate 
the stock exchange, to impose a death sen
tence on utility holding companies, to use 
the taxing power as a means of coercion and 
regulation, to engage in direct competition 
with the electric power and the lending in
dustries, and, most important, to proclaim 
what he called a Magna Carta for labor's 
right to organize. Being unable to prevent 
or repeal these specific invasions of govern
ment into the domain of the plutocracy, 
powerful opponents of the New Deal set out 
to discredit government itself. 

Thus, in the publications which they con
trolled-and these were legion-the fine old 
term "public servant" disappeared from the 
lexicon and the derogatory word "bureau
crat" took its place. "Citizens" became 
"taxpayers"-usually depicted by cartoon
ists as clad only in a barrel. The word 
"taxes" was rarely seen without the prefixed 
adjective "confiscatory" or "crippling" or the . 
synonym "burden." Public spending was re
ferred to always as a "cost," never as a bene
fit, and normally with the prefix "wasteful." 
Government activities of all kinds were 
freely termed "socialism," with dark allu
s.lons that beyond the so-called "socialism" 
of the New Deal lay , communism. Ulti
mately, you will recall, the groundwork was 
so well laid that when the McCarthy witch 
hunt was on and public servants were 
burned alive at the stake of publicity, a 
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large portion o! the Amerlca.n. public. cele
brated aa though we had just d.e!eat4td the 
Communists on the battletleld. 
LIPPMANN, STBVEN.SON, ruLBBIGJIT carrJCAL 01' 

S'r.ABVATION OF PUBLIC SDVICU 

we· have recovered a bit from the worst 
of the anti-Government crusade. There are 
now thoughtful and sensitive men, like 
Walter Lippmann and Adlai Stevenson and 
Senator Fulbright, suggesting that the flscal 
starvation of public services like education 
i& a matter for national shame rather than 
national pride. Yet the conventional wis
dom has not been greatly mod11led. I speak 
with assurance, because the conventional 
propaganda output flows across a Senator's 
desk by the ream. 

-To support the conventional thesis that 
the Federal Government is essentially evil 
and should be dismantled, a whole school of 
economics has grown up. 

We are told that the oppressi've weight 
of Federal taxation is destroying enterprise 
and stlfl1ng investment-even though the 
Federal Reserve B.oard believes it necessary 
to pursue a stringent tight money policy 
to curtail investment and restrain enterprise. 

THB Al'TI-GO~ CRUSADE 

We are told that Federal debt is climb
ing out of control and threatening the 
soundness of the dollar-even though our 
debt burden, in relation to our income, has 
steadily decllned and is now· but half the 
percentage of our gross national product 
that it was a little more than a decade ago. 

We are told that Federal spending is dan
gerously inflationary, even when the pudget 
is balanced. And this comes from the same 
people who are constantly encouraging pri
vate citizens through every medium of com
munication to go into debt spending money 
they don't have for things they don't need 
and didn't know they wanted until the "hid
den persuaders .. went to work on them. 

We are told that the Federal Government 
is costly and inemcient and therefore the 
States should do the job-when every ob
jective test shows that Federal employees are 
better selected, better trained, and better su
pervised on the average than State em
ployees, and that the Federal tax system is 
more equitable and more emcient than State 
tax systems. 

Thus the case is put together against ac
tion by the Federal Government at any 
time for any purpose. 

THE NEW ANARCHY 

I have called this anti-Government fixa
tion "the new anarchy." And if anyone 
present doesn't believe these neoanarchists 
exist, just let this assembly go on record 
tomorrow in favor of comprehensive Federal 
aid for higher education. Then you will 
hear from them. I can tell you in advance 
that nearly every major business organiza
tion in the country will oppose you. So 
will the journals of plutocratic opinion 
which guide and retlect the conventional 
wisdom o! the business community. 

I assume that in this conference we are 
prepared to brave the wrath of the neo
anarchists. I a.ss~e also that we are pre
pared to follow where the facts of the crisis, 
rather than our prejudices, lead us. If the 
projections of needs and resources told us . 
that Federal aid ,is not required, no one 
would have been happier than I. But de
spite the labored statistics of the Council for 
Financial Aid to Education, Inc., and the 
wishful thinking of the Committee for Eco
nomic Development, they don't. Since the 
facts lead us toward the Federal Govern
ment, let us be calm. Let us keep our heads 
and repeat together: , 

"The Federal Government is not our 
enemy, lt is our friend. It is not an allen 
power, it 1s the creature of ·the American 

people. It will do. wha.t. they want it to. 
It is not a monster wh.tcb. can Ignore their 
wlll ... 

I will not dwell at length with the objec
tion that Federal aid w1ll lead to Federal 
OOJntrol, aa SD often asserted by those who 
fear change. I am &Ure you have analyzed 
this argument fully in the last 2 days. 
I will only say that, in my opinion, it is a 
myth that Federal aid means Federal con
trol. Truly we are wise enough to legis
late and to administer so as to prevent an 
end result we don't desire. I will only say 
to those who oppose Feder-al assistance: 
What is your alternative, and is it not clear 
that the only real alternative is a second
class educational system? 

HOW CAN nDEBAL AID TO EDUCATION Bl!: 
PROVIDED? 

Let us turn, then, to how Federal aid to 
hig;tler education can best be provided. 

You will be disappointed, perhaps, when 
I start by saying that tlnding the answer 
to this question is more your job than 
mine. Government programs do not ordi
narily spring full-grown to life from the 
brows of Senators. A public need must be 
established. So must public awareness of 
that need and public support for its satis
faction. 

Leadership must come from people who 
are determined a.nd informed. 

We got a Federal aid for public schools 
bill through the Senate this winter because 
the National Education Association knew 
what it wanted and lobbied its program 
across. 

Something like the Forand bill, providing 
health insurance for the elderly will, in 
all likelihood, pass the Congress largely be
cause the AFL-CIO knows what it wants 
and is working hard to get it. 

The :am-Burton hospital construction 
plan sails through Congress with new ap
propriations each year because the organized 
hospital administrators and their trustees 
worked out a sound plan and lobbied to 
get it passed. 

We have a college housing program be
cause the colleges and universities are 
united in support of it. 

CITIZENS INTERESTED IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
MUST ACT 

Unfortunately, citizens interested in high
er education do not yet seem to know what 
else they want. And this includes trustees 
as well as college presidents and their fac
ulties. 

Let me give you an example of what I 
have in mind. Three years ago the Presi
dent's Committee on Education Beyond the 
High School, chaired by my good friend, 
Devereux Josephs, preeented a series of rec
ommendations. Included was a proposal for 
Federal grants for higher educational fa
c111ties on the pattern of the Hlll-Burton 
Act. 

Now, Hlll-Burton Act grants for hospitals 
are made pursuant to a carefully worked 
out plan to meet hospital needs prepared 
with the cooperation of the American Hos
pital Association and other hospital groups. 
It cannot be transposed to the higher edu
cational field without careful rethinking 
which must be participated in by the uni
versities themselves. 

Yet that rethinking has never been done. 
The idea. put forward by the Josephs Com
mittee 3 years ago died as completely as 
1t it had never been born. Why did higher 
education diop it? Wasn't there anybody 
in the fteld with interest or initiative 
enough to pick up the ·thought, refine it, 
agitate for it, and eventually get it seriously 
considered by both the President a.ncl the 
Congress? Apparently not. 

I don't know myself whether the sugges
tion of the Josepha Committee is feasible, 
but the higher educational community 
should know and, if it does not, it ought to 
find out. 

Politicians should be out in front of the 
people, I agree. We have a duty of leader
ship. But we cannot afford to get too far 
ahead of the people we lead. For if we do, 
there is a great risk we will be shot down 
from behind on election day. 
CAN EXISTING EDUCATIONAl. ORGANIZATIONS DO 

THE JOB? 

I wonder whether existing organizations in 
the field of higher education are set up to do 
the needed job of working out a proper plan 
for Federal aid and then lobbying Vigorously 
for it? I suspect that, to some extent, they 
are immobilized by internal divisions on the 
basic questions, tlrst, of whether Federal aid 
in any form is desirable and, second, if so, 
who should get it? The American Council on 
Ed"Ucation, the American Association of Land 
Grant Colleges and State Universities, the 
Council for Financial Aid to Education, Inc., 
the Association of American Colleges, the 
Association of American Universities, the 
Council for the Advancement of Small Col
leges, the Association for Higher Education 
of the National Education Association, and 
the American Association of Junior Colleges 
are a rather heterogeneous group to unite on 
a legislative program. Would it not be de
sirable to organize an ad hoc committee of 
leading educators and other. citizens who are 
convinced of the n-eed for Federal aid so that, 
when they meet, they need not argue 
whether, but only how? 

Let us remember that educators are not 
monks who take a vow of poverty, both for 
themselves and for the institutions they 
serve. They, too, are American citizens with 
the right, indeed the duty, to petition for 
redress of grievances and to indicate to their 
elected representatives how they would lil~e 
those grievances redressed. 
SOME TIMID SUGGESTIONS FOR A CITIZENS 

ORGANIZATION FOR FEDERAL AID TO EDUCA
TION 

Were such a citizens organization for 
Federal aid to higher education to be organ
ized, I should like to sit down with it and 
be presumptuous enough to offer a few timid 
suggestions: 

First. The "educational foundation" ap
proach suggested by Messrs. Perkins and 
Wood deserves careful and detailed explora
tion. So does their view that allocations by 
such a foundation should include both 
operating and fac111ties moneys paid directly 
to recipient institutions. Faculty salaries 
should, in my judgment, have the highest 
priority; academic fac111ties the next. When 
these problems are reasonably well solved, it 
will be time to turn our attention to further 
scholarships and loans to students. There 
isn't much to be gained in substituting a 
slightly brighter boy or girl for one who now 
wins admission to college if, when our bright 
student arrives on the campus, there is no 
place for him to sit or lie down, no books o-r 
laboratories available and not enough pro
fessors really qualified to teach him what he 
needs to know. 

PENNSYLVANIA SITUATION CITED 

Second. The hardest thinking must be 
done in the tleld of who gets how much aid. 
The situation in Pennsylvania is a good illus
tration of the dimculty. 

My State has 109 di11erent institutions of 
higher education. But those 109 include no 
pub11c community college, no public liberal 
arts college, and only one State university. 
Leas than 2 percent of our college students 
are in junior colleges, none of which is 
public.' · · 
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State aid goes principally to four large 

universities: Penn State (which is also a 
land-grant college receiving Federal aid); 
the University of Pennsylvania, a reasonably 
well-endowed Ivy League institution, with 
Federal Government research contracts in 
substantial amount; Temple University, 
founded since the turn of the century as a 
community college, which has grown into a 
full-blown university; and the University of 
Pittsburgh, with its support from the Mellons 
and its Cathedral of Learning. 

However, 14 teachers' colleges are sup
ported entirely by the State and located 
principally in rural areas. Tuitions and 
faculty salaries are low, curriculum neces
sarily limited. Between these extremes are 
91 private institutions which, by and large, 
defy classification. Some are rich; most 
poor. Some are widely renowned; others so 
small that they cannot support a strong 
faculty or a broad curriculum. They are 
Baptist, Methodist, Lutheran, Catholic, 
Quaker, and nonsectarian. 

If someone in the audience will tell me 
how public aid should be distributed among 
such a complex variety of institutions, I 
would be happy to report it to Governor 
Lawrence's committee on education, which 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 11, 1960 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
and was called to order by the Vice 
President. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederiek Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

God of our fathers, bewildered by the 
wild confusion of this clamorous world, 
at noontide we would wait in quietness, 
that the roiled waters of discussion may 
become clear and our disturbed spirits 
tranquil pools of prayer and peace. 

Thou knowest our hearts. Thou seest 
that in spite of the worst things in us, 
which we despise, in our highest hours 
when we look unto the hills of vision, 
our deep desire is to be the true servants 
of Thy will in this troubled time. 

Amid the tempests of the temporal, 
may we keep clear the ultimate sover
eignty of the eternal. 

In the unending struggle of truth and 
error, liberty and tyranny, give us the 
comforting assurance that we are not 
alone, that we do not stand alone, that 
we do not fight alone, but that Thy in
creasing purpose is bound up with all 
this human struggle toward the shining 
goal of earth's redemption from igno
rance, misery, suffering, and fetters of 
the mind and body. . · 

We ask it in the dear Redeemer's 
name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. JoHNSON of' Texas, 

and by unanimous consent, the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Tuesday, May 10, 1960, was dispensed 
with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States were com-

is presently wrestling with just this subject. 
Frankly, I haven't the faintest idea. 

All I know is that if Pennsylvania does 
not substantially increase its State aid to 
higher education and get substantial addi
tional help from the Federal Government, 
we are headed straight for trouble. To 
reiterate, this is no ordinary crisis which 
confronts us. 

Third. Federal aid should not be limited 
to special projects, or research, or science, 
or defense-related subjects. It should be 
across the board. It should go to the heart 
of the university, not just to its periphery. 
In the civilization of the future, the natural 
sciences may well predominate pragmati
cally, as C. P. Snow has recently suggested 
in his stimulating Rede lecture .on the Two 
Cultures, but the social sciences and the 
humanities are of equal importance, remote 
though the latter are sometimes thought to 
be from pracliical application to the modern 
world. Assuredly, man does not live by 
bread alone. 
THE PURPOSE OF HIGHER EDUCATION IS THE 

STAFFING OF FREEDOM 

I suspect you will agree that in these 
3 days at Arden House we will not have 

municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, 
one of his secretaries. 

.EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, and withdrawing the nom
ination of Dodd M. Fisher, to be post
master at Mount Storm, W.Va., which 
nominating messages were referred -to 
the Committee on Armeu Services. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-EN
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO
LUTION SIGNED 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, , announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills and joint reso
lution, and they were signed by the Vice 
President: 

H.R. 1217. An act to suspend for 2 years 
the import duty on certain amorphous 
graphite; 

H.R. 1456. An act for the relief of Univer
sal Trades, Inc.; 

H.R. 1752. An act for the relief of Wil
helmina Ordonez; 

H.R. 2082. An act for the relief of James 
Demetrios Chrysanthes, also known as James 
Demetrios Chrysanthacopoulos; 

H.R. 3786. An act for the relief of ·cha·n 
Kit Ying and James George Bainter; 

H.R. 3934. An act for the ·relief of Mrs. E. 
Christine Williams; 

H.R. 4562. An act for the relief of Stanis
law Grzelewski; 

H.R. 4825. An act for the relief of Jean 
K.Slmmons; 

H.R. 5349. An act to provide for the con
veyance to Orange County, Calif., of all right, 
title, and interest of the United States in 
and to certain real property situated in 
Orange County, Calif.; 

solved the problem of the Federal Govern
ment and higher education. But I hope we 

· b,ave crossed one bridge over which we will 
not return. The river of doubt over which 
that bridge was built asked the question as 
it . :flowed under us: Is Federal aid to 
higher education necessary? I hope that 
bridge will be burnt here tomorrow so that 
none of us can return. 

There are other rivers of doubt ahead. 
They ask the questions of how much, how, 
to whom and what for. I am confident that 
bridges can be built also across these rivers, 
fabricated from sound answers to these 
puzzling questions. 

In fact, we have to build these bridges 
and cross them. For the purpose of higher 
education in America is the staffing of free
dom. If we cannot staff freedom adequately, 
history will again take note before the end 
of this century, as it has before, that an 
unmobilized society ·cannot compete suc
cessfully with <;me that is fully mobilized. 

This is a conclusion to which no free 
American living in the richest country the 
world has ever known, in a society founded 
on the Magna Charta, the Declaration of 
Independence and the Constitution of the 
United States can willingly accept. 

H.R. 6083. An act for the relief of Mary v. 
Jones; 

H.R. 6493. An act for the relief of Robert 
Dolton; 

H.R. 6843. An act for the relief of Daniel 
Wilging; 

H.R. 7226. An act for the relief of Mr. 
Hughie- D. Martin and lone Martin; 

H.R. 7254. An act for the relief of Simeen 
Helena Chaghaghi; 

H.R. 7363. An act for the relief of Chester 
A. Spindler; 

H.R. 8280. An act for the relief of Clarence 
T. Tolpo; 

H.R. 8383. An act for the relief of Maj. Jack 
E. Hudson; 

H.R. 8456. An act for the relief of Capt. 
Jack Rubley; 

H.R. 8672. An act for the relief of Dr. Deh 
Chang Tao; 

H.R. 8868. An act for the relief of the 
Albertson Water District, Nassau County, 
N.Y.; 

H .R. 8941. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Alice Anderson; 

H.R. 9084. An act to repeal certain retire
ment promotion authority of the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey; 

H.R. 9216. An act for the relief of Daniel 
C. Turner; 

H.R. 9464. An act to remove the require
ment that, of the Chief and Deputy Chief of 
the Bureau of Ships, one must be specially 
qualified and experienced in naval engineer
ing and the other must be specially quali
:fted and experienced in naval architecture; 

H.R. 9476. An act for the relief of George 
E. Williams and William L. Johnson; 

H.R. 9760. An act for the relief of Sam 
Doolittle; 

H.R. 9861. An act to continue for a.. tem
porary period the existing suspension of duty 
on certain istle or Tampico fiber; 

H.R. 10045. An act to amend the act en
titled "An act to provide better fac111ties for 
the enrorcement of the customs and immi
gration ·laws", to increase the amounts au
thorized to be expended; 

H.R. 10164. An act to change the name of 
the locks and dam No. 41 on the Ohio 
River at Louisville, Ky.; 

· H.R. 10550. An act to extend the Export 
Control Act of 1949 for 2 additional years; 

H.R. 11415. An act to provide for the des
ignation of a portion of the District of 
Columbia as the "Plaza of the Americas"; 
and 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-06-21T20:15:42-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




